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have	 consulted	 all	 references	 cited.	 Any	 contributions	 by	 others	 are	 noted,	 including	


















jury	 to	 listen	 to,	 assimilate,	 comprehend	 and	 to	 place	 the	 appropriate	 weight	 on	 the	 expert	
testimony	in	their	final	decision	making.	







delivered	 as	 oral	 evidence,	 by	 prosecution	 forensic	 scientists	 in	 homicide	 cases	 in	 the	United	
States.	Data	was	gathered	from	juries	after	they	had	completed	jury	duty	in	one	of	nine	homicide	
cases	 through	both	questionnaire	 (n=29)	and	direct	one	 to	one	 interviews	 (n=22).	How	 jurors	
determined	 the	 credibility	 of	 an	 expert	witness	 and	 their	 views	 of	 the	 reliability	 of	 evidence	









of	 experience	 were	 move	 favored	 over	 certification	 and	 laboratory	 accreditation	 and	 the	




































































































	The	 right	 of	 the	 accused	 to	 a	 trial	 by	 jury	 can	 be	 traced	 back	 to	 King	 John’s	
Magna	 Carta	 in	 1215.	 The	Magna	 Carta,	meaning	the	‘Great	Charter’,	was	a	document	
outlining	 the	 rights	 and	 liberties	of	 “freemen”	 in	 England	and	 in	particular	 stated	 that	
everyone	was	subject	to	the	 law,	 including	the	king.	The	original	version	of	 the	Magna	
Carta	had	63	clauses	and	all	but	three	of	them	have	been	repealed	(Breay	and	Harrison,	
2016).	The	Magna	Carta	is	most	famous	for	the	39th	clause	which	states,	














society	(Hazeltine,	1917).	Within	the	United	 States,	 the	 right	 to	 a	 jury	 trial	 is	 protected	




found	in	the	United	States	Bill	 of	Rights.	 “In	all	 criminal	prosecutions,	 the	accused	shall	
enjoy	the	right	to	a	speedy	and	 public	trial,	by	an	 impartial	 jury	of	the	State	and	district	









for	the	jury	to	arrive	at	a	verdict.	When	 a	 case	 contains	 complex	 or	 scientific	 evidence,	
























20	 years	 there	 has	 been	 increased	 desire	 by	 the	 judicial	 system	 to	 gain	 a	 better	
understanding	 of	 how	 jurors	 interpret	 scientific	 evidence	 (Schweitzer,	 2016).	 This	 was	
previously	 highlighted	 by	 the	 United	 States	 National	 Academy	 of	 Science,	 National	
Research	 Council	 report	 “Strengthening	 Forensic	 Science	 in	 the	 United	 States:	 A	 Path	
Forward	(2009)”	when	they	reported;		
“Jurors’	 use	 and	 comprehension	 of	 forensic	 evidence	 is	 not	 well	 studied.	
Better	understanding	is	needed	in	this	area,	and	recommendations	are	need	for	…	
methods	 that	will	better	prepare	 juries…	 for	 trials	 in	which	scientific	 testimony	 is	
expected	to	play	a	large	or	pivotal	role”	(National	Research	Council,	2009)”.	
	





the	 report	 (Department	of	 Justice,	 2013).	 The	DOJ	 listed	 a	primary	 goal	 of	 the	NCFS	 as	
“developing	 proposed	 guidance	 concerning	 the	 intersection	of	 forensic	 science	 and	 the	
courtroom”.		
	
In	early	2014	 the	DOJ	and	National	 Institute	of	Standards	and	Technology	 (NIST)	






The	 issue	of	 scientific	validity	and	 reliability	under-pinning	 the	 forensics	 sciences	
was	a	core	concern	outlined	in	the	NAS	report.	 In	2015	NIST	announced	that	Iowa	State	
University	 would	 lead	 a	 Center	 of	 Excellence	 to	 improve	 statistical	 analysis	 in	 forensic	
science	 (CSAFE).	 The	 focus	 of	 the	 center	 is	 “on	 improving	 the	 statistical	 foundation	 for	
fingerprint,	 firearm,	 toolmark,	 dental	 and	 other	 pattern	 evidence	 analyses,	 and	 for	
computer,	 video,	 audio	 and	 other	 digital	 evidence	 analyses	 (Newman,	 2015)”.	 This	will	
begin	the	process	of	addressing	the	core	criticisms	of	the	NAS	report.	In	September	2016	
the	President’s	Council	of	Advisors	on	Science	and	Technology	(PCAST)	published	a	report	
titled	 “Forensic	 Science	 in	 Criminal	 Courts:	 Ensuring	 Scientific	 Validity	 of	 Feature-
Comparison	Methods”	 which	 criticized	 forensic	 science	 feature	 comparison	 disciplines,	
such	as	bullet	 identifications,	 footwear	comparisons	and	 interpretation	of	complex	DNA	
samples	where	material	 from	three	or	more	 individuals	may	be	present	 (Holdren	et	al.,	
2016).	These	disciplines	rely	on	a	comparison	process	where	the	forensic	scientist	makes	
conclusions	 based	 on	 subjective	 (rather	 than	 empirical)	 criteria.	 The	 PCAST	 report	
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highlighted	 the	urgent	 need	 for	 empirical	 research	 into	 the	 foundational	 validity	 of	 the	
feature	comparison	sciences.	Research	to	address	foundational	validity	is	needed	to	ensure	
























The	 literature	 suggests	 that	 there	 are	 three	 different	 theories	which	 explain	 how	 jurors’	
process	 and	 place	 value	 on	 information;	 1)	 through	 central	 and	 peripheral	 processing	 of	
information,	2)	based	on	the	story	model,	and	3)	by	following	the	strength	of	the	evidence.	
Research	 Question	 2	 (RQ2):	 Do	 jurors	 correctly	 understand	 the	 testimony	 of	 the	
forensic	 scientist	 and	 do	 they	 place	 the	 appropriate	weight	 on	 the	 evidence	 given	 the	
testimony?	










research	 questions	 and	 to	 facilitate	 a	 deeper	 understanding	 of	 the	 influence	 forensic	

























that	the	number	of	participants	within	this	study	 is	small,	 this	 is	not	unusual	 for	direct	








































when	a	female	prisoner	 was	waiting	a	death	 sentence	a	 jury	of	midwives	were	 called	
to	determine	if	she	“was	 with	 child”	 and	if	the	 sentence	 should	 be	 postponed	(Vidmar	




At	 the	 same	 time	 as	 trials	 were	 calling	 specialists	 to	 sit	 on	 juries,	 the	medical	




A	 landmark	case	set	 in	motion	a	move	away	from	the	self-informing	jury	to	 the	
“passive	pre-adversarial	jury”	(Landsman,	1995).	In	1670,	the	Bushell’s	Case	concerned	
a	 charge	 against	 two	 Quakers	 (who	 were	 an	 unpopular	 group	 at	 the	 time)	 for	 illegal	
assembly.	 The	 jury	 returned	 a	 verdict	 of	 not	 guilty.	 The	 judge	 did	 not	 agree	with	 the	
verdict	 and	 the	 jury	was	 locked	 up	 for	 three	 days	without	 food,	 heat	 or	water	 (Hand,	
1901).	In	this	case	the	jury	had	more	knowledge	of	the	circumstances	of	the	case	and	the	
judge’s	 understanding	 was	 incomplete	which	was	problematic	given	the	responsibility	






purpose	 of	 the	 judge	 and	 advice	 was	 given	 in	 private	 and	 was	 not	 subject	 to	 cross	
examination	(Jones,	1994).	Reports	show	that	judges	felt	compelled	to	take	the	advice	of	
the	specialized	advisors	and	the	critics	at	the	time	felt	the	role	of	the	court	expert	was	over	
influencing	the	 judge’s	decision	making	power	 (Jones,	1994). 	 Scientific	 advisors	 were	
being	 relied	 upon	 in	 a	 high	 percentage	 of	Patent	and	Admiralty	(maritime)	courts	and	
judges	were	losing	credibility	as	a	consequence.	Some	disputes	began	to	be	heard	in	special	





one	 seventeenth	 century	 judge	 in	 Italy,	 in	an	attempt	to	judge	a	poisoning	case,	asked	
that	a	dog	be	fed	the	victim’s	vomit	and	a	 notary	was	to	record	the	symptoms.	The	judge	
(like	many	at	the	time)	was	frustrated	with	 how	physicians	favored	natural	causes	of	death	
over	 poisoning.	 He	 hoped	 that	 carrying	 out	 this	 experiment	 would	 teach	 judges	 to	




and	 the	 judge’s	 desire	 for	 control	 of	 testimony	and	 verdicts	in	the	court	at	that	time	
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Through	 the	 eighteenth	 century	 the	 trial	 process	 had	 become	 much	 more	




being	claimed	as 	a 	suggest ion	 that	 the	 erection	of	a	bank	 in	a	harbor	had	caused	
silting	in	the	harbor	which	had	effected	nearby	businesses.	The	defense	 attorney	called	
an	engineer	named	Mr.	 Smeaton	 as	a	defense	expert	who	 testified	 that	similar	 banks,	
built	 in	 nearby	harbors,	 did	 not	 cause	 silting.	His	 opinion	was	 that	 the	building	of	 the	






not	draw	conclusions,	as	 this	was	considered	the	 role	of	 the	 jury.	This	 led	attorneys	to	
begin	 to	use	hypothetical	questions	 to	 skirt	around	 the	 rule	and	have	an	expert	give	a	
conclusion	to	a	hypothetical	question	(Mnookin,	2007).	Often	the	resultant	questions	
contained	such	a	long	narrative	that	judges	felt	the	attorney	had	taken	the	place	of	the	
expert.	 Experts	 were	 often	 only	 asked	 to	 answer	 ‘ yes’	 or	 ‘ no’	 to	 these	 multifaceted	














in	 Great	 Britain	 in	 1843	 and	 in	 the	 United	 States	 in	Michigan	 in	 1846.	 This	 led	 to	 an	





In	 the	late	19th	 century	the	courts	 in	 the	United	States	reinvented	the	English	
system	of	 court	appointed	experts	and	the	adversarial	process	of	each	side	calling	their	
own	expert.	Judges	wanted	to	get	at	the	heart	of	the	matter	and	to	the	facts	of	the	 case	
and	 became	 disillusioned	 by	 experts	 with	 strong	 credentials	 disagreeing	 on	 simple	
matters	of	fact	(Jones,	1994).	 	
By	 1920	 science	 in	 the	 United	 States	 was	 held	 in	 high	 esteem	 and	 from	 a	







paid	and	were	 called	 to	 the	witness	 stand	by	the	party	that	hired	and	paid	them	and	
flattery	was	 apparent	when	 the	 expert	 was	 held	 to	 high	 esteem	 to	 “speak	 for	 the	
evidence”	(Meier,	1986).	Although	the	United	States	was	quick	to	adopt	the	adversarial	







to	 have.	 In	 1923	 Frye	 v.	 United	 States	 (Frye	 v.	 United	 States,	 293	 F.	 1013	 (Court	 of	
Appeals,	 Dist.	 of	 Columbia	 1923))	 set	 the	 stage	 for	 a	 series	 of	 expert	 admissibility	
standards	 (Landsman,	 1995,	McAuliff	 and	 Groscup,	 2009).	 Frye’s	 counsel	 had	 hired	 an	
expert	to	present	evidence	that	the	 systolic	heart	 rate	of	a	suspect	 recorded	during	a	
polygraph	test	 indicated	he	was	 innocent.	The	 trial	 judge	 did	 not	 allow	 the	 testimony	
and	the	case	went	to	the	circuit	court	on	appeal.	The	 circuit	 court	 decided	 that	 expert	
testimony	could	 only	be	 presented	 at	 trial	 if	 the	 science	was	generally	accepted	in	the	
relevant	scientific	community.	
	




in	 federal	 courts	 guidelines	 on	 how	 to	 test	 expert	 witnesses	 in	 relation	 to	 their	













In	 the	 1970’s	 U.S.	 courts	 were	 overrun	 with	 medical	 malpractice	 cases.	This	
led	to	an	increase	in	the	use	of	scientific	experts	because	tort	law	required	a	“physician’s	
statement	of	deviation	and	negligence”	 (Weintraub,	 1999).	 Expert	testimony	in	medical	
malpractice	cases	began	taking	up	a	large	 portion	of	court	time.	Judges	were	frustrated	
when	doctors,	called	by	opposing	sides,	who	had	an	established	credibility	continued	 to	
disagree	 when	 giving	 evidence	 (Mnookin,	 2007,	 Hand,	 1901).	 In	 an	 effort	 to	 be	 more	










a	 series	 of	 general	 factors	 that	 judges	 should	 use	 to	 assess	whether	 to	 admit	 expert	
testimony	 (Bernstein	 and	 Jackson,	 2004).	The	Daubert	criteria	are:	










as	 it	 placed	 the	 responsibility	 for	 assessing	 real	 science	 directly	 onto	 the	 judge	
whereas	 the	 Frye	 test	 left	 it	 to	 the	 judge	 to	 determine	 if	 the	 relevant	 scientific	
community	 accepted	 the	 science	(Bernstein,	2007).	
	
In	1997	the	Supreme	Court	ruled	in	the	case	of	General	Electric	Company	v.	Joiner	
that	 the	 court	 could	 examine	 the	 expert’s	 conclusions	 as	 well	 as	 the	 scientific	
methodology	and	that	 judges	needed	to	make	sure	that	there	was	not	“too	great	an	
analytical	 gap	between	 the	 methodology	and	the	opinion	proffered”	(1997).	(General	
Electric	Co.	v.	Joiner,	Supreme	Court.	522:	136).	In	1999	the	Supreme	heard	a	third	case	
which	 extended	 the	Daubert	 criteria	 of	 admissibility	 to	 expert	 testimony	beyond	 just	
science	in	the	case	of	Kumho	Tire	v.	Carmichael	(Kumho	Tire	v.	Carmichael,	Supreme	
Court.	526:	137).	The	Supreme	Court	stated	that	 the	 test	 for	 admissibility	 of	 expert	
20		
evidence	 applied	 to	 scientific,	 technical	 and	 other	 specialized	knowledge.	The	Court	
also	made	it	clear	that	the	Daubert	criteria	were	not	a	 definitive	 checklist	 or	 test	 and	
the	 final	 decision	on	expert	witness	admissibility	 rested	 with	 the	 judge	(Bernstein	and	
Jackson,	2004). 	
	
Since	the	Daubert	trial	 in	 1993,	 judges	 in	 jurisdictions	 across	 the	 United	States	
have	 struggled	 to	 determine	when	 to	 allow	 science	 into	 the	 courtroom	 and	when	 to	
prevent	 expert	testimony.	During	the	same	period	of	time,	research	on	the	reliability	of	
science	within	the	forensic	disciplines	has	been	conducted	to	answer	the	questions	that	









































traditions	 from	 England	 to	 establish	 the	 new	 legal	 code.	 Charters	 from	 King	 James	 I	
specified	 that	 the	 colonies	 needed	 to	 develop	 laws,	 and	 that	 these	 laws	 would	 be	
consistent	with	English	 law	(Kalven	et	al.,	1966).	 The	 acts	 of	 these	 early	 communities	
have	 played	 a	significant	 role	 in	how	 the	U.S. 	 jury	system	works	 today.	 In	 the	early	
22		
colonial	 years,	 trials	 without	 juries	were	the	norm	(Frankfurter,	1929).	A	charter	to	
the	Virginia	Company	in	 1606	 provided	 for	 trial	 by	 jury	 and	 by	1624	 jury	 trials	 were	
available	 for	 all	 civil	 and	 criminal	 cases.	 Colonial	 juries	 were	 comprised	 only	 of	men	
and	only	those	who	were	 considered	freemen,	not	slaves.	Jury	service	was	a	significant	
hardship	 on	 individuals.	 Jurors	 sat	 on	 many	 trials	 over	 series	 of	 days	 and	





During	 colonial	 times,	 judges	 did	 not	 give	 legal	 instructions	 to	 juries.	 It	 was	
believed	that	common	law	was	based	on	natural	justice	and	that	it	was	intuitive.	The	jury	
at	 that	 time	held	significant	power	 in	 the	community.	Colonists,	with	a	view	to	making	








After	 independence	 from	 England	 in	 1776	 the	 United	 States	 developed	









The	 jurors	 represent	 the	 community	 in	 the	 courtroom	and	are	 responsible	 for	
coming	to	a	verdict	consistent	with	community	values	and	norms	at	that	time	(Appleman,	




accused	 at	 trial.	 This	 is	 particularly	clear	 in	 the	 sixth	 Amendment	 to	 the	Constitution	
where	the	right	to	a	trial	by	 an	 impartial	 jury	 is	 granted	 to	 defendants	 (U.S.	 Const.	
amend.	VI).	The	predominant	 perspective	of	the	modern	day	jury	is	that	the	defendant	
has	the	right	to	a	 jury	of	his	or	 her	peers	 (Appleman,	2009).	The	adversarial	process	of	













to	establish	to	the	court	that	the	witness	 is	an	expert	 in	the	area	he	or	she	 is	going	to	
testify	 on.	 These	 questions,	 known	 as	 qualifying	 questions,	 include	 the	 witness’s	
education,	training	and	certifications	(if	any)	and	the	attorney	usually	asks	the	witness	if	
they	 have	 testified	 in	 previous	 cases	 in	Maine.	 The	 attorney	 then	 asks	 the	witness	 to	
explain	the	scientific	foundations	of	the	evidence,	how	comparison	are	carried	out	and	
how	conclusions	are	rendered.	At	this	point	the	attorney	will	ask	the	court	to	accept	the	
witness	 as	 an	 expert,	 and	 unless	 the	 opposing	 counsel	 objects,	 the	 witness	 will	 be	
accepted	 by	 the	 judge	 as	 an	 expert	 and	 will	 be	 allowed	 to	 give	 direct	 and	 opinion	
















Approximately	32	million	US	 citizens	 are	 called	 for	 jury	duty	each	 year	 and	 1.5	
million	are	empaneled.	An	attempt	to	quantify	the	number	of	jury	studies	that	have	been	
carried	out	in	the	 United	States	is	a	difficult	task.	The	first	published	estimate	which	was	
carried	 out	 suggested	 72	 jury	 research	 studies	 involving	 mock	 juries	 had	 been	
undertaken	(Bray	and	Kerr,	1979).	Later	 estimates,	which	were	calculated	by	looking	at	
jury	 research	 published	 in	 the	 leading	 ten	 U.S.	 journals	 between	 1977	 and	 1994,	










and	 render	 verdicts	 has	 been	 studied	 for	 the	 past	 century	 (Caldwell,	 1929,	 Hurt	 and	
Anapol,	1972,	Anapol,	1973,	Kalven	et	al.,	1966,	Burtt,	1931).	Early	jury	research	focused	
on	the	decision	of	juries	in	cases	relating	to	trademarks	and	patents	and	later	the	focus	
shifted	to	a	broad	range	of	 topics,	 including	 juror	understanding	of	 the	 law	and	 juror	







of	 citizens	 who	 were	 called	 for	 jury	 duty	 and	 were	 not	 selected	 as	 a	 juror.	 More	
sophisticated	studies	 involved	real	 juries	over	multiple	 jurisdictions	and	over	multiple	
years	(Hans	et	al.,	1998,	Bowers,	1994,	Diamond	et	al.,	2006,	Diamond	et	al.,	2003).		
	
Research	 in	 response	 to	 US	 Supreme	 Court	 decisions	 began	 in	 the	 1960s	 and	
bloomed	in	the	1980s.	During	this	time	the	Supreme	Court	of	the	United	States	ruled	that	
juries	as	small	as	6	members	and	non-unanimous	verdicts	of	at	least	9	jurors	were	both	
constitutional.	 Research	 on	 how	 jury	 size	 and	 unanimous/	 non-unanimous	 verdicts	























Some	 jury	 researchers	have	also	attempted	 to	use	 their	 research	 to	be	able	 to	
predict	the	decisions	and	outcomes	of	future	juries.	Research	designs	with	high	external	
validity,	 which	 have	 the	 ability	 to	 generalize	 results	 over	 future	 populations,	 usually	
require	 realism	 in	 the	 population	 sample	 (Devine,	 2012).	 	 Realistic	 samples	 usually	
require	real	jurors	and	are	based	upon	real	trials	and	this	makes	it	difficult	to	control	for	
trial	 specific	variables,	 such	as	 types	of	evidence	presented,	attorney	objections,	how	
long	 the	 trial	 goes	 on	 for,	 to	 name	 a	 few.	 Studies	 based	 upon	 realistic	 samples	 are	
advantageous	because	their	results	can	apply	to	future	trials.	
	
Studies	 differ	 in	 research	 design	 (experimental	 and	 non-experimental),	 in	
research	setting	 (laboratory	or	 field)	and	participants	 (students,	community	members	
and	jurors).	Most	research	in	the	literature	falls	 into	the	experimental,	 laboratory	and	
student/	 community	 member	 category.	 The	 choice	 of	 trial	 format	 (case	 summaries,	
edited	transcripts,	audiotape,	videotape,	actual	trial)	is	another	variation.	This	choice	will	
lead	 to	different	 levels	of	 realism	for	 the	mock	 jurors	and	different	outcomes	 for	 the	
application	of	the	research	(Devine,	2012).	The	vast	majority	of	research	in	the	literature	
falls	 into	 the	 Experimental-Laboratory-Nonjuror-Nontrial	 category	 (Figure	 1)	 because	










example	 investigating	 the	 CSI	 effect,	 where	 jurors	 anticipate	 forensic	 evidence	 from	
crime	scenes,	(Diamond,	1993,	Baskin	and	Sommers,	2010,	Cole	and	Dioso-Villa,	2009,	
Shelton	et	al.,	2006),	how	race	and	gender	 impacts	decision	making	 (Sommers,	2006,	
Fischer,	 1997),	 the	 difference	 between	 verdicts	 of	 judges	 and	 juries	 (Caldwell,	 1929,	





research	 is	 focused	 on	 social	 decision	 schemes	 and	 how	 groups	make	 decisions.	 This	






These	 studies	 rely	 upon	 responses	 from	 undergraduate	 students	 (Podlas,	 2005,	






















              = Research based on real juries         = Research based on real juries and forensic science evidence 
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on	 populations	 of	 real	 jurors.	 Our	 understanding	 of	 how	 real	 jurors	 process	 and	
comprehend	testimony	comes	from	data	collected	by	surveys,	interviews	of	jurors	and	
by	 listening	 to	 jury	 deliberation	 or	 reading	 notes	 taken	 by	 jurors	 during	 the	 trial.		







































influence	 real	 jurors’	 decision	 making,	 with	 a	 specific	 focus	 on	 scientific	 forensic	
testimony.	 Choosing	 to	 research	 the	 perceptions	 of	 real	 jurors	 who	 presided	 over	
homicide	trials	significantly	narrowed	the	population	pool.	To	be	able	to	understand	
the	 impact	 of	 forensic	 testimony	 on	 this	 realistic	 jury	 population,	 a	 compromise	 in	
sample	 size	was	expected.	 To	 strengthen	 the	 reliability	 and	validity	of	 the	 research	












A	 second	 reason	 for	 choosing	 a	mixed	methods	 design	was	 due	 to	 the	 limited	





























attorneys	 and	 administrative	 staff,	 homicide	 trials	 are	 centrally	 organized	 by	 a	 single	
employee	 of	 the	 attorney	 general’s	 office.	 In	 addition	 to	 this,	 each	 homicide	 case	 is	
assigned	a	witness	advocate	whose	job	it	is	to	coordinate	witnesses	for	testimony	at	the	
45		
trial.	 Both	 the	 single	 point	 of	 contact	 and	 the	 knowledge	 the	 witness	 advocate	 had	




Although	 trial	 dates	 and	 venues	 can	 change,	 homicide	 trials	 in	 Maine	 once	
scheduled,	 usually	 proceed	 according	 to	 plan.	 In	 addition	 to	 this	 was	 is	 possible	 to	
estimate	 the	 day	 and	 time	 a	 prosecution	 expert	 witness	 was	 expected	 to	 testify.	 In	





dictated	 a	 narrow	 scope	 which	 focused	 only	 on	 homicide	 trials	 where	 prosecution	















































samples,	 “save	 time,	 money,	 and	 effort,	 but	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 information	 and	







forensic	 science	 testimony	 in	homicide	 trials	 in	 the	State	of	Maine.	Maine	 is	 the	most	


































and	 granted	 in	 August	 2014.	 Chief	 Justice	 of	 the	 Maine	 Superior	 Courts,	 Jeffrey	
Humphrey,	issued	a	judicial	 order	for	12	months	(Appendix	1)	which	expired	initially	at	
the	end	of	July	2015	and	was	extended	until	July	2016	by	Chief	Justice	Ronald	Cole	who	
replaced	 chief	 Justice	 Humphrey	 on	 his	 retirement.	 Both	 the	 paper	 survey	 and	 the	
questions	 that	were	 asked	 during	 the	 telephone	 interview	 were	modified	 and	 then	
approved	by	Justice	Humphrey.	The	judicial	order	required	that	the	 questions	on	the	
paper	survey	and	during	the	 juror	 interviews	sought	 information	about	the	individual	
juror’s	 perspectives	 and	 limited	 inquiry	 into	 how	 the	 juror	 viewed	 the	way	 in	which	
fellow	 jurors	dealt	with	 the	 scientific	evidence	and	how	group	decision	making	took	
place.	 To	 ensure	 juror	 confidentiality	 and	 anonymity,	 it	 was	 also	 required	 to	 use	
pseudonyms	for	each	juror.		Pseudonyms	of	individuals	who	were	jurors	in	the	same	trial	

















specific	 questions	 related	 to	 the	 types	 of	 scientific	 testimony	given.	Of	 the	 13	 standard	
questions,	6	asked	demographic	information	(Appendix	4,	Questions	1-5	&	11).		
































(2013).	 The	 data	 in	 the	 frequency	 tables	 and	 the	 charts	 in	 chapters	 3	 and	 4	 were	
generated	in	Excel	and	the	more	 advanced	statistical	calculations	were	carried	out	using	
IBM	 Statistical	 Package	 for	 the	 Social	 Sciences	 (SPSS,	 version	 21).	 SPSS	 was	 used	 to	













































































































aimed	 at	 answering	 the	 research	 questions	 and	 hypotheses.	 Step	 three	 involved	
extracting	significant	statements	related	to	the	research	questions	and	hypotheses.	This	



































certification,	 years	 of	 experience,	 working	 in	 an	 accredited	 laboratory	 and	 external	
training.	 Relationships	 between	 variables	 were	 analyzed	 using	 Pearson’s	 coefficient	
because	this	tool	is	useful	for	small	samples.	Other	statistical	tools	were	considered,	such	
as	the	Kappa	Statistic	for	inter-agreement,	where	an	analysis	of	the	responses	of	jurors’	
comments	 on	 the	 expert	 witnesses	 and	 Kendall’s	 tau-b,	 however	 these	mathematical	

































All	 the	 trials	used	 in	 this	 study	were	homicide	 trials	 that	 took	place	 in	Superior	
Courts	in	the	 State	of	Maine	over	a	two	year	period.	The	experts	were	all	called	by	the	
prosecution.	As	far	as	was	logistically	possible,	all	expert	witnesses	were	directly	observed	




Each	 trial	 has	 been	 briefly	 summarized	 and	 a	 synopsis	 of	 the	 background	 and	




















































































































































































































the	defendant’s	guilt	beyond	a	 reasonable	doubt.	The	defense	attorneys	need	 to	 cast	
enough	doubt	on	the	State’s	case	that	a	jury	is	not	able	to	find	the	defendant	guilty	beyond	
a	reasonable	doubt.	The	expert	witnesses	are	there	to	speak	for	the	evidence	and	to	 assist	






































favorable	 to	 them	 (Vidmar	 and	 Hans,	 2007).	 In	 most	 other	 settings	 where	 important	
decisions	need	to	be	made,	the	best	approach	for	decision	makers	would	be	to	gather	the	
facts	they	need	themselves	in	order	to	come	to	a	decision.		Research	into	how	juries	make	





most	 of	 the	 former	 colonies	 of	 the	 British	 Empire,	 such	 as	 Australia,	 New	 Zealand,	













information,	 knowledge	 or	 biases	 they	may	 have	 prior	 to	 hearing	 the	 case.	 However,	








A	significant	contribution	 to	 the	body	of	 literature	on	 jury	decision	making	was	
made	 by	 Davis’	 Social	 Decision	 Schemes	 (SDS)	model.	 The	 SDS	model	 can	 be	 used	 to	
predict	final	verdict	outcomes	based	on	initial	juror	preferences	for	a	particular	verdict.	

















there	 could	 be	 four	 possible	 cognitive	 states,	 1)	 certain-guilty,	 2)	 uncertain-guilty,	 3)	
uncertain-	not	guilty	and	4)	certain-not	guilty.	The	SIS	model	has	shown	that	jurors	only	






























































































The	 strength	of	 the	evidence	 (SOE)	 is	 a	measure	of	 the	quality	 and	quantity	of	
evidence	presented	 in	court	and	when	the	evidence	presented	 is	highly	exculpatory	or	
inculpatory	(tends	to	exclude	or	include	the	defendant)	this	is	a	strong	driver	in	the	jury’s	




















jurors	 follow	when	 they	are	 interpreting	 information	and	evidence	presented	 to	 them	
during	the	course	of	a	trial	(Jonakait,	2003).	Central	processing	is	where	jurors	are	actively	
involved	 in	 processing	 the	 facts	 and	 opinions	 presented	 to	 them.	 The	 juror	 seeks	 to	
understand	the	evidence,	evaluates	its	meaning	and	importance,	and	is	actively	engaged	
cognitively.	 Peripheral	 processing	 is	 when	 a	 juror	 is	 less	 interested	 in	 processing	 the	
information	presented	to	him	and	does	not	participate	in	active	cognition	(Jonakait,	2003,	
Jonakait,	1991).	It	has	been	suggested	that	peripheral	processing	occurs	when	jurors	are	






by	 the	Court	 (Champagne	et	 al.,	 1991).	 This	 usually	 requires	 counsel	 for	 the	 side	who	
called	the	witness	to	engage	in	a	series	of	qualifying	questions	highlighting	the	expert’s	
education,	background,	years	of	experience,	certifications,	and	awards,	memberships	of	












cognitive	 processing	model.	 This	 is	 supported	 by	 numerous	 studies	 (Krauss	 and	 Sales,	
2001,	Taylor	and	et	al.,	1979,	Hastie,	1993,	Farrell	and	Givelber,	2010)	and	most	clearly	in	
the	Arizona	 Jury	project	where	 jurors	were	allowed	 to	ask	questions	of	witnesses	and	
where	deliberations	were	recorded	(Diamond	et	al.,	2006).	This	study	comprised	of	50	civil	
trials	where	 jurors	were	 allowed	 submit	 questions	 to	witnesses	 (with	 the	 judges’	 and	






















that	 not	 all	 the	 items	 collected	 at	 a	 crime	 scene,	 nor	 evidence	 collected	 as	part	 of	 an	
investigation	or	individuals	active	in	the	investigation	(police,	detectives,	crime	laboratory	

















time	 is	 complex	 and	 in	 reality	 it	 is	 highly	 likely	 that	 jurors	 will	 combine	 the	 different	



















The	 importance	 of	 the	 forensic	 science	 evidence	 in	 juror	 decision	making	 was	
heard	 in	 the	 jurors’	 comments	 when	 the	 scientific	 evidence	 strongly	 implicated	 the	
defendant.	 In	 case	 B	 there	were	 numerous	 links	 (cell	 phone	 technology,	 social	media	
connections,	lay	witness	testimony,	handwriting	analysis,	fingerprints	and	DNA)	between	
the	 defendant	 and	 crime.	 The	 fingerprint	 expert	 in	 this	 case	 used	 a	 PowerPoint	
presentation	to	explain	to	the	jury	how	she	carried	out	her	comparison	of	a	palm	print	
developed	 on	 a	 letter	 and	 a	 known	 palm	 print	 of	 the	 defendant.	 At	 the	 end	 of	 the	
presentation	 the	 expert	 said,	 “The	 same	 person	made	 these	 palm	 prints”.	 During	 the	





DNA	 under	 the	 victim’s	 fingernails	 was	 analyzed	 using	 Y-STR	 testing.	 The	 DNA	 expert	
explained	to	the	jury	that	this	type	of	testing	is	helpful	when	there	is	a	large	proportion	of	
female	DNA	and	a	smaller	proportion	of	male	DNA,	as	was	the	case	with	the	fingernails.	















































	 	 Prosecutor:		 Now,	with	respect	to	what	is	considered	lab	item	one,	a	
Volkswagen	vehicle,	did	you	receive	…swabs	from	that	vehicle?	
	 	 DNA	Expert:	 Yes,	I	did.	
	 	 Prosecutor:		 And	can	you	describe	exactly	what	your	received	with	respect	to	
the	Volkswagen?	
	 	 DNA	Expert:	 Yes,	I	received	four	swabs	from	that	Volkswagen.	
	 	 	 	 	 ****	
	 	 Prosecutor:		 Did	you	receive	swabs	from	lab	item	13?	
	 	 DNA	Expert:		 Yes,	I	did.	
	 	 Prosecutor:	 And	what	did	you	receive	[sic]	with	respect	to	that	item?	

































































reported	 finding	 all	 the	 evidence	 equally	 important.	 “Amy”	 said	 the	 forensic	 science	
evidence	had	the	most	impact	on	her.	“Allison”	stated;		










































evidence	 statistically	 or	 through	 subjective	 opinion)	 between	 the	 defendant	 and	 the	
victim/crime	scene,	jurors	rated	the	scientific	testimony	as	having	a	greater	impact	than	
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witnesses,	 for	example	 some	experts	 testified	 to	 serological	examinations	of	biological	









































14*	 4	 6	(43%)	 7	(50%)	 0	
Fingerprints	 11*	 3	 5	(45%)	 5	(46%)	 0	




Medical	evidence	 9*	 3	 5	(56%)	 4	(44%)	 0	
Fire	investigation	
and	Fire	Debris	
14	 4	 1	(7%)	 9	(64%)	 4	(29%)	














homicides	 studied.	 Testimony	 included	 gunshot	 wounds,	 sharp	 force	 and	 blunt	 force	
trauma,	burning,	stages	of	decomposition	as	well	as	toxicology	of	the	victims.		
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otherwise	 being	 asserted	by	 the	witness	 based	on	 the	 forensic	 evidence	between	 the	
defendant	 and	 the	 victim	 or	 crime	 scenes.	Where	 expert	 testimony	 indicated	 a	weak	
association	 (class	 characteristics	 in	 the	 footwear	 and	 tire	 evidence	 for	 example)	 or	
evidence	that	did	not	provide	a	direct	link	to	the	defendant	(fire	scene	examination	and	
fire	debris	conclusions	for	example),		jurors	placed	less	weight	on	these	types	of	evidence	








importance	 of	 a	 piece	 of	 evidence?”	 (Appendix	 5,	 Question	 7)	 in	 particular	 elicited	
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Many	 of	 the	 jurors	 interviewed	 described	 having	 no	 issues	 understanding	 the	
expert	forensic	science	testimony.	Some	of	the	jurors	reported	that	their	understanding	































evaluating	 and	 putting	 weight	 on	 the	 expert	 testimony,	 some	 also	 described	 not	
understanding	 the	 evidence	 and	 engaging	 in	 peripheral	 processing.	 Jurors	 described	
peripheral	processing	in	relation	to	understanding	how	chemical	presumptive	tests	used	
to	test	for	the	presence	of	blood	or	semen	work,	how	firearms	function,	DNA	evidence	
and	 their	 associated	 statistics	 as	 well	 as	 cell	 phone	 tower	 technology.	 In	 relation	 to	
genetics	testimony	“Charlotte”	stated:	
	


































In	 response	 to	 interview	questions	about	how	they	know	the	 importance	of	an	
item	of	evidence	in	a	case	(Appendix	4,	Question	7),	jurors	stated	that	they	consider	the	
























































Researcher	bias	must	 also	be	 considered	and	when	examining	 the	quantitative	




























This	 research	 supports	 the	previous	 literature	which	 suggests	 jurors	 take	 their	
role	 seriously	 and	 do	 their	 best	 to	 cognitively	 engage	 with	 the	 scientific	 evidence	
presented	 to	 them.	 Jurors	 explained	 their	 understanding	 of	 the	 forensic	 evidence	
pressented	in	court	and	for	the	most	part	it	was	accurate,	and	the	weight	appropriate	to	
the	testimony	proffered	was	placed	on	the	evidence.	Previous	research	has	shown	that	
jurors	 participate	 in	 central	 processing	 unless	 they	 do	 not	 understand	 the	 evidence	
(Diamond	and	Casper,	 1992,	 Jonakait,	 2003).	 In	 this	 research	 study	 it	was	 found	 that	
some	jurors	struggled	with	testimony	about	cell	phones	and	cell	phone	tower	technology,	
about	 how	 DNA	 matches	 were	 arrived	 at,	 with	 how	 firearms	 functioned	 and	 how	
chemical	 presumptive	 tests	 for	 blood	 and	 semen	 worked.	 When	 jurors	 did	 not	
understand	 the	 evidence	 they	 engaged	 in	 peripheral	 processing	 and	 relied	 upon	 the	
expert	witnesses’	credibility	to	determine	the	value	of	the	evidence.	
	
Jurors	 bring	 with	 them	 to	 the	 trial	 and	 the	 deliberation	 process	 their	 own	








It	 is	 clear	 that	 forensic	 science	 testimony	 is	 very	 important	 to	 juror	 decision	
making.	This	puts	a	heavy	burden	on	expert	witnesses,	attorneys	and	judges	to	ensure	
that	only	scientifically	vallid	evidence	is	placed	before	the	jury	and	that	the	evidence	is	















































research	 study	 carried	 out	 by	 a	 series	 of	 universities	who	 interview	 jurors	 after	 death	
penalty	sentences.	This	research	project	studied	the	perceptions	jurors	had	of	professional	
expert	 witnesses,	 lay	 expert	 witnesses	 and	 family/friends	 (Sundby,	 1997).	 It	 has	 been	
found	from	the	CJP	and	other	studies	that	jurors	under-value	(place	less	weight	on)	DNA	
evidence	 than	 the	 statistics	 presented	 in	 that	 evidence	would	 suggest	 in	 terms	 of	 the	
evidential	weight	of	the	DNA	evidence	in	a	given	case	(Nance	and	Morris,	2005,	Koehler	
et	al.,	1994),	however	a	more	recent	study	indicated	the	opposite	and	that	jurors	placed	
excessive	weight	on	DNA	 testimony	 (Thompson	and	Newman,	2015).	 	A	 study	on	how	


















































































	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	
University	Education	 7	 7	 5	 1	 0	 5	
	On	the	Job	Training	 0	 11	 4	 4	 3	 3	
	Certifications	 2	 7	 5	 6	 3	 2	
	Years	of	Experience	 15	 0	 5	 4	 1	 0	
External	training	 0	 0	 2	 7	 6	 10	
















































	 1&2	 3&4	 5&6	
University	Education	 14	(56%)	 6	(24%)	 5	(20%)	
	On	the	Job	Training	 11	(44%)	 8	(32%)	 					6	(24%)	
	Certifications	 9	(36%)	 11	(44%)	 5	(20%)	
	Years	of	Experience	 15	(60%)	 9	(36%)	 1	(4%)	
Working	in	an	accredited	lab	 1(4%)	 8(32%)	 16(64%)	
External	training	 0	 9	(36%)	 16	(64%)	
	 (red	=	below	25%;	orange=	>30%;	green	=>60%)	
	



























University	Education	 1	 -.299	 -.051	 -.522**	 -.196	 .163	
OJT	 -.299	 1	 -.511**	 -.060	 -.127	 -.155	
Certifications	 -.051	 -.511
**	 1	 -.189	 -.166	 -.078	
Experience	 -.552**	 -.060	 -.189	 1	 -.231	 .300	
Working	in	an	
accredited	lab	
-.196	 -.127	 -.166	 -.231	 1	 -.237	
External	training:	
conferences/	workshops	







































































































































“I	 think	 there	are	 some	people	who	can	get	many	 certifications	and	 take	many	













































he	 didn't	 know	what	…	he	was	 doing.	 I	would	much	 rather,	 someone	 in	 a	 very	





















they're	 credentialed	 in	 anyway,	 that	 that	 process	 means	 that	 they	 do	 have	
experience.	I	guess	I	would	say	credentials,	assuming	that	that	comes	along	with	
100		




































is	 when	 they	 give	 testimony	 (Ivkovic,	 2003,	 Pope	 et	 al.,	 2006).	 Pope	 suggests	 that	
credibility	 is	 related	 to	 the	 expert’s	 “authoritativeness,	 character,	 competence,	



















Jurors	 described	 their	 view	 of	 the	 expert	 witnesses’	 credibility	 based	 on	 the	
experts’	qualifications.	Each	time	an	expert	witness	testifies	 in	the	State	of	Maine	they	
answer	 questions	 asked	 by	 the	 attorney	 who	 called	 them.	 This	 gives	 the	 Court	 an	
































































explained	 the	 evidence	 they	were	 called	 to	 testify	 about.	 Expert	witnesses	 know	 it	 is	
important	to	make	sure	the	scientific	evidence	is	accessible	and	understandable	to	the	lay	


























“Matthew”	 described	 how	 a	 bloodstain	 pattern	 expert	 explained	 the	 science	
behind	 the	 repeatability	 of	 bloodstain	 patterns	 and	 how	 this	 explanation	 lent	 to	 the	
credibility	of	the	expert:	








Of	 some	 concern	 to	 the	 justice	 system	may	be	 the	 responses	 from	 jurors	who	
based	the	expert	witness	credibility	on	the	fact	that	they	were	state	employees	or	being	
presented	by	a	prosecution	attorney.	 These	 jurors	 appeared	 to	believe	 that	 credibility	
automatically	applied	to	any	expert	accepted	by	the	judge.	“Grace”	believed	the	expert	








It	 is	 to	 be	 expected	 that	 jurors	 who	 are	 unfamiliar	 with	 the	 role	 of	 forensics	
scientists	and	the	responsibility	of	the	judge	as	the	gatekeeper	might	place	undue	weight	










For	 many	 professions	 in	 Maine	 and	 across	 the	 United	 States	 licenses	 and	
certifications	are	necessary	to	perform	business.	Examples	include	hairdressers,	barbers,	
tax	accountants,	nurses	and	doctors.	This	is	not	the	case	currently	for	forensics	scientists.	
“Larry”,	 and	 possibly	 others,	 inferred	 that	 since	 licenses	 required	 in	 other	 industries,	
forensic	scientists	were	also	licensed.		
	
“I	would	have	to	 first	 feel	comfortable	that	the	party	 introducing	them	to	me	 is	
credible	and	then	that	I	have	trust	in	whoever	is	coming.	I	work	in	a	field,	here	in	


















Figure	12:	Jurors’	Interpretation	of	pathology		 Figure	13:	Juror’	Interpretation	of	Fire			 Figure	14:	Juror’	Interpretation	of	Fingerprint		 Figure	15:	Jurors’	Interpretation	of	toolmark/	

















































visual	 aids	 (forensic	pathologists,	 fingerprint	 examiners,	 physical	match	examiners	 and	
















known	 shoes/tires	 had	 the	 same	 pattern	 but	 could	 not	 be	 more	 specific	 in	 their	


































































































































“way	 that	 it	 is	 handled	and	 the	way	 that	 it	was	presented	 to	us.	 The	way	 they	
secured	the	scene	and	bagged	everything	separately	and	used	rubber	gloves	and	
that	kind	of	thing,	I	think	that	makes	evidence	credible,	when	it's	tested	then	it's	





























Some	 jurors	 described	 how	 when	 evidence	 was	 corroborated	 by	 other	 lay	





























When	 describing	 evidence	 reliability	 jurors	mentioned	DNA	 and	 fingerprints	 as	
being	 examples	 of	 reliable	 evidence.	 “Gary”	 commented	 on	 the	 reliability	 of	 a	 letter	
reported	to	have	been	written	by	the	defendant:	
	



















“Dana”	 said	 she	 relied	 on	 her	 training	 and	 experience	 in	 the	 medical	 field	 to	
evaluate	expert	testimony	she	heard	during	the	trial:	
	
“given	my	background	 in	 the	medical	 field,	 the	medical	 examiner’s	 evidence	on	






















Jurors	were	 asked	 to	 rate	 the	 reliability	 of	 DNA	 evidence	 if	 DNA	 evidence	was	


















































Finally,	 two	 jurors	 stated	 they	 based	 their	 judgment	 of	 the	 reliability	 of	 DNA	
evidence	on	personal	knowledge.	“Harold”	said:		




















Jurors	 gave	 a	 range	 of	 explanations	 related	 to	 their	 responses	which	 could	 be	




































































































Jurors	 commented	 on	 the	 reliability	 based	 on	 the	 level	 of	 subjectivity	 of	 the	
fingerprint	examiners	they	perceived.	“Grace”	and	“Gregory”	commented	on	the	same	
fingerprint	 expert	 witness	 who	 testified	 to	 a	 fingerprint	 identification	 connecting	 the	
defendant	to	the	crime.	Grace	explained	that	she	felt	fingerprint	evidence	was	subjective	
and	 less	 reliable	 than	 DNA.	 Gregory	 described	 the	 fingerprint	 evidence	 as	 not	 being	
subjective	and	that	he	placed	a	lot	of	weight	on	it.	
	
	 Researcher:	 	 “Grace”,	what,	in	your	opinion,	makes	evidence	reliable?	What	type	










but	 there	 weren't	 any	 bodily	 fluids	 or	 fingerprint	 or	 something	
connected	 to	 the	 person	 to	match	with.	 I	 don't	 know	 if	 there's	 a	
word	for	that	kind	of	evidence.	
	

















	 Researcher:	 	 Would	you	be	able	to	tell	me	why	you	think	that?	
	
	 “Grace”:	 	 I	don't	know	but	I	could	try.	
	







to	me,	 it	 seems	a	 little	 bit	 less	 quantitatively	 scientific	 than	DNA	
evidence	which	can	give	you	a	percentage	of	this	matches	 ...	This	
DNA	 sample	matches	 this	other	DNA	 sample	 to	a	95%	 reliability.	
Then,	you	can	figure	out	to	what	extent	...	I	don't	know.		








	 “Gregory”:	 	 Again,	you	know	where	it's	been,	and	if	everything	was	documented	
and	who	handled	it.	All	of	that	documented,	and	if	it's	scientific,	is	it	
factual	or	 is	 it	an	opinion?	Most	scientific	 things	are	not	opinion-
based	at	all.	They're	factual.	
	 Researcher:	 	 Mm-hmm	(affirmative).		





	 Researcher:	 	 Yes,	I	saw	that.		



































































































Jurors	 rated	 footwear	 and	 tire	 impression	 evidence	 the	 least	 reliable	 of	 the	
evidence	 types	 observed	 and	 this	may	 be	 due	 to	 the	way	 in	which	 this	 evidence	was	
presented	at	court	where	the	experts	suggested	 inclusion	rather	 than	certainty,	 rather	
than	any	perceived	underpinning	science	behind	 the	discipline.	 	The	 footwear	and	 tire	
evidence	 presented	 at	 the	 trials	 included	 in	 this	 study	 were	 class	 characteristics	
comparisons.	The	expert	witnesses,	in	their	evidence,	did	not	make	definitive	“matches”	
or	 individualizations.	 The	 expert	 witnesses	 testified	 that	 the	 crime	 scene	 impressions	
could	have	been	made	by	the	known	shoes/tires	and	that	other	shoes/tires	could	also	













































































































































In	 section	 3.2	 the	 theory	 that	 jury	 verdicts	 are	 driven	 by	 the	 strength	 of	 the	










One	 of	 the	 many	 challenges	 that	 face	 forensic	 scientists	 when	 they	 testify	 to	





witnesses	 who	 testify	 using	 narrative	 language	 often	 use	 demonstrative	 aids	 such	 as	




The	 testimony	 style	 of	 the	 forensic	 scientist	 is	 usually	 dictated	 by	 the	 forensic	
science	discipline	itself.	For	example,	feature	comparative	forensic	science	disciplines	such	
as	 fingerprint,	bullet	or	 footwear	mark	 comparisons	are	usually	presented	 in	narrative	
form,	where	the	expert	witness	explains	to	the	jury	how	they	came	to	their	conclusion.	
For	other	forensic	science	disciplines,	where	instrumental	analysis	makes	up	the	basis	for	
the	 examiner’s	 conclusions,	 the	 testimony	 will	 often	 include	 a	 probability	 value.	 For	
example,	when	a	DNA	examiner	testifies	to	a	positive	association	between	the	questioned	
DNA	(found,	for	example,	on	the	victim	or	at	the	crime	scene)	and	the	defendant’s	DNA,	

















Other	 researchers	 have	 hypothesized	 that	 the	 reason	 that	 narrative	 or	 clinical	
opinion	testimony	is	favored	by	jurors	over	probabilistic	testimony	is	due	to	the	difficulty	
in	 understanding	 the	weight	 of	 evidence	when	 it	 is	 presented	 in	 a	 numerical	manner	
(Thompson	and	Newman,	2015).	It	has	been	suggested	that	jurors,	given	the	two	styles	of	
testimony,	will	take	mental	short	cuts	or	heuristics	and	rely	more	on	the	credibility	of	the	
expert	 witness	 who	 testifies	 in	 a	 narrative	 form	 rather	 than	 try	 to	 comprehend	 the	
probabilistic	or	statistical	testimony	(Cooper	et	al.,	1996,	Greenberg	and	Wursten,	1988,	













“teaching	 moments”	 were	 part	 of	 the	 testimony	 of	 toolmark,	 fire	 debris,	 physical	

























these	 homicide	 trials	 all	 had	 13	 or	 more	 years	 of	 experience	 and	 as	 such	 would	 be	




Research	 involving	post	trial	surveying	and	 interviews	of	 jurors	will	always	have	







Jurors	 defined	 expert	 witnesses	 as	 individuals	 with	 high	 levels	 of	 training	 and	
140	
	
experience	 and	 a	 few	 jurors	 stated	 that	 a	minimum	number	 of	 years’	 experience	was	






jurors	 rated	 university	 education,	 on	 the	 job	 training,	 certifications	 and	 years	 of	
experience	as	the	most	 important.	There	was	no	one	qualification	that	all	 jurors	found	
important.	University	 education	was	 ranked	 in	 the	 top	 3	 by	 79%	of	 jurors,	 on	 the	 job	
training	was	ranked	in	the	top	3	by	67%	of	the	jurors	and	years	of	experience	was	ranked	
in	the	top	3	by	67%	of	the	 jurors.	Forensic	science	 is	an	applied	science	and	the	 jurors	
appreciated	the	 importance	of	years	of	experience.	 Interestingly,	80%	of	 jurors	 ranked	













Jurors	 rated	 the	 forensic	 science	 evidence	 as	 very	 reliable	 45%	of	 the	 time,	 as	











These	 results	 indicated	 that	 the	 critical	 decision	 that	 a	 judge	 takes	 to	 admit	
scientific	evidence	in	front	of	a	jury	has	a	direct	impact	on	the	decision	making	of	the	jury	
in	 the	 determination	 of	 their	 verdict.	 Jurors	 place	 an	 inherent	 trust	 in	 the	 expert’s	
credibility	 and	 also	 on	 the	 reliability	 of	 the	 evidence	 they	 present.	 	 It	 is	 an	 important	
finding	 for	 judges,	 attorneys,	 trial	 consultants	 and	 expert	 witnesses	 that	 there	 is	 a	





This	 research	 has	 highlighted	 a	 potential	 weakness	 in	 the	 way	 Maine	 jurors	
evaluate	 and	 place	 weight	 on	 forensic	 science	 testimony.	 	 The	 determination	 of	 the	
strength	of	the	evidence	and	the	weight	jurors	placed	on	it	was	based	upon	the	how	well	
the	juror	understood	the	evidence	and	not	on	the	validity	or	reliability	of	the	evidence.	
This	 is	 a	 concern	 that	 has	 been	 highlighted	 by	 forensic	 science	 stakeholders	 and	 this	
research	 further	 highlights	 the	 lack	 of	 connection	 between	 evidence	 with	 established	









































The	Condorcet’s	 Jury	 Theorem	was	proposed	 in	 the	 late	eighteenth	 century	 to	
explain	the	dynamics	of	 jury	decisions.	The	theory	remains	valid	today	and	states	that	the	
collective	decisions	of	a	group	(verdict)	will	 be	more	 accurate	 than	 the	 decision	of	 an	
individual	(Koch	and	Ridgley,	2000).	Research	 has	 shown	 that	 juries	 arrive	 at	 correct	
verdicts	more	often	 than	 judges	 and	 this	 is	 attributed	 to	 the	 benefit	of	collectively	
evaluating	the	evidence	(Caldwell,	1929,	Hans,	2007).				The	process	of	deliberation	
is	important	 to	 ascertaining	how	jurors	place	value	on	forensics	science	evidence.	 The	
144	
	
question	 remains,	 what	 conditions	 need	 to	 be	 present	 in	 order	 to	 maintain	 the	
integrity	of	this	process?	
	
Research	on	 jury	decision	making	continued	 in	 the	1950’s	with	 the	Chicago	 Jury	
Project	(Broeder,	1959).	This	study	questioned	jurors	who	sat	on	3,500	criminal	trials	

























The	 nature	 and	 structure	 of	 the	 jury	 make	 these	 groups	 susceptible	 to	

















and	when	decisions	 fall	 prey	 to	 groupthink	 it	 is	 often	 due	 to	 a	 lack	 of	 a	methodical	
approach	to	decision	making	(Mitchell	and	Eckstein,	2009).	
	
With	 the	risk	 factor,	 lack	of	a	 tradition	of	 impartial	 leadership,	 the	weakness	 in	
decision	making	lies	 with	how	the	jury	selects	its	own	leader,	the	foreperson	(Wilcox,	
2010).	 There	 are	 no	 safeguards	 against	 this	 individual	 influencing	 the	 jury	 decision	
making.	 Groupthink	 theory	 suggests	 that	 without	 impartiality	 in	 the	 leader,	 faulty	
decisions	can	result.	A	 final	 risk	 factor	for	groupthink	 is	group	 homogeneity.	This	 is	a	
phenomenon	 where	 groups	 who	 lack	 social	 and	 educational	 diversity	 are	 prone	 to	





Small	 group	 decision	making	 applies	 to	 juries	 and	 other	 small	 groups,	such	as	
emergency	room	personnel,	hiring	and	 firing	committees	and	SWAT	 squads,	who	 are	
tasked	 with	 making	 important	 decisions	 where	 the	 stakes	 are	 high	 (Weingart	 and	
Todorova,	2010,	Kovera,	2013).	 These	 groups	 experience	 tense	 environments	where	
often	 a	 unanimous	 decision	 needs	 to	 be	 made	 in	 a	 relatively	 short	 length	 of	 time.	













The	 presence	 or	 absence	 of	 a	 jury	 leader	 or	 foreperson	 can	 influence	 final	
verdicts.	 The	 foreperson	 is	 selected	by	the	jury	and	in	some	jurisdictions	a	foreperson	is	
not	required.	The	jury	are	given	no	formal	 instruction	 in	 how	 the	 foreperson	 is	 to	 be	
selected.	 Research	 has	 shown	 the	 foreperson	 is	 usually	 chosen	quickly	in	an	informal	
manner	 (Devine,	2012).	 The	 foreperson	 is	 usually	 a	white	male	 of	 higher	 education,	
higher	 status	 and	 the	 first	 person	 to	 speak	 or	 suggest	 that	 a	 foreperson	 be	 chosen	










views	of	the	verdict	 are	 usually	 tentative	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 trial	 and	 the	 deliberation	
process	 is	very	 important	 in	the	final	 verdict	decision	(de	Paul	Velasco,	1995,	Salerno	





Deliberation	 style	 can	 be	 broken	 up	 into	 two	 categories;	 verdict	 driven	 and	
evidence	driven.	Verdict	 driven	juries	take	a	poll	early	on	and	deliberate	on	the	verdict	
options.	 The	 criminal	 justice	 system	 would	prefer	 if	 jurors	deliberated	over	 the	 case	
facts	and	later	arrived	at	a	verdict	(evidence	driven).	 Pure	evidence	driven	deliberations	





on	 final	 verdicts	 (Davis	 et	 al.,	 1988).	 Jurors	 do	 not	 usually	 take	 a	 pre-deliberation	
anonymous	 vote	 prior	 to	 beginning	 deliberation	(Salerno	and	Diamond,	2010).	 Early	
voting,	for	guilty	or	acquittal	verdicts,	has	an	influence	on	 verdicts.	 As	 each	 juror	 votes	
in	 sequence,	 subsequent	 jurors	 are	 influenced	 by	 earlier	 votes.	 For	 example,	if	there	
were	 12	 jurors	 voting,	 jurors	 voting	 later	 would	 be	 influenced	 by	 jurors	 who	 voted	
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Juries	 are	 expected	 to	 treat	 defendants	 fairly	 and	 in	 theory,	 different	 juries	
presented	with	the	same	 evidence	should	come	to	the	same	verdict.	The	criminal	justice	
system	does	not	expect	factors	outside	of	the	evidence	presented	during	the	trial	to	have	
a	 significant	 influence	 on	 verdicts	 (Baddeley	 and	 Parkinson,	 2012).	 If	 jury	 decision	






























individuals	 tend	to	 favor	a	guilty	verdict.	However,	authoritarian	personality	 types	are	
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in	 October	 2000	 (Shelton,	 2008)	 and	 it	 wasn’t	 long	 after	 that	 prosecutors	 started	
complaining	that	juries	were	acquitting	defendants		because	the	evidence	presented	at	





this	 reason	there	has	been	a	 lot	of	 research	 into	the	topic	 (Cole	and	Dioso-Villa,	2009,	








influences	 final	 verdict	 decisions	 (Maeder	 and	 Corbett,	 2015).	 These	 research	 studies	
surveyed	mock	jurors	and	individuals	called	to	jury	duty	(prior	to	trial)	and	the	question	







Jurors	 were	 not	 asked	 specifically	 about	 the	 deliberation	 process,	 however,	 in	
response	 to	 other	 questions,	 jurors	 made	 comments	 about	 their	 experiences.	 The	
majority	of	jurors	described	the	process	 of	 deliberation	as	 being	 helpful	 to	 themselves	

















	 “I've	 got	 a	 medical	 background,	 so	 when	 the	 forensic	 people	 would	 start	
explaining	things	that	were	very	basic,	I'm	trying	to	think	of	an	example.	What	 I'll	
just	 say	 is	 for	most	 of	 the	 jurors,	 that	was	 brand	 new	 information.	 I	 had	 that	
foundation,	 so	 I	 could	take	that	 foundation	and	take	 it	one	step	forward,	more	
critically	because	I	didn't	have	to	learn	the	foundation	and	take	it	to	that	next	step.	
I	 felt	 like	 I	 was	 a	 little	 bit	 further	 ahead	 in	 that	 way.	 I'm	 trying	 to	 think	 of	
examples…Drug	 levels	 in	a	patient.	 It	made	perfect	 sense	when	they	would	say	
there	 were	 no	metabolites,	 or	 there	 were	metabolites.	 I	 knew	what	 that	 was	
because	I've	got	a	science	background,	and	I	had	a	medical	background.	When	they	
had	 to	 explain	what	 a	metabolite	 was,	 I	 already	 knew	 that	 part,	 so	 it	 wasn't	
like	 I	 had	 to	 master	 that	 information,	 and	 then	 master	 the	 next,	 the	 results	
behind	it.	My	peers	had	to	do	both,	so	it	was	so	much	harder	for	them.	 I	felt	like	
they	were	taking	notes	on	basic	stuff,	and	I	was	taking	notes	on	things	 that	 built	













other	 and	 fill	 in	 gaps	 or	 misconceptions	 that	may	 arise	 in	 jurors’	 understanding	 of	
scientific	testimony.	Harold	described	the	benefits	of	information	sharing	 as:	
	
“it	 helps	 if	 there	 are	 some	 extra	 witnesses	 that	 can	 help	 you	 make	 a	 proper	
interpretation	 and,	 in	 my	 case,	 I	 think	 also,	 your	 fellow	 jurors.	 When	 you're	
deliberating,	 they	have	opinions	 or	 points	 of	 view	 that	 can	 be	 very	 helpful	 in	
determining	whether	a	piece	of	evidence	was	relevant	and	how	relevant	it	 was.”	
	




	 Researcher:	 	 “Was	 it	 helpful	 to	 other	 jurors,	 and	 to	 yourself,	 to	 discuss	 the	
scientific	 evidence?	
	
	 “Martin”:	 	 “Yes.	It	was	good	because	we	had	the	evidence	box	with	us,	so	we	
could	look	at	different	things.	We	could	discuss	certain	things.	Some	
of	us	might	have	very	 detailed	recall,	others	not,	so	it	was	effective	
to	have	 resulting	 conversations	 so	 everybody	 was	 on	 the	 same	
page,	 to	make	 sure.	 As	we	 deliberated	 and	 having	the	evidence	
there,	 it	 was	 pretty	 good	 having	 a	 good	 cross	 section.	 It	 was	
interesting	 too,	by	 looking	around	 the	 room	 there	were	 younger	
people,	 middle	age	people,	older	people,	male,	female.	There	was	
a	really	good	cross	 section	 of	 our	Maine	 culture	 and	 our	Maine	
















to	 really	 start	 taking	 all	 the	 evidence	 again,	 and	 start	 trying	 to	 figure	 out	 a	
timeline,	 and	 figuring	 out	 where	were	 they,	 and	where	was	 this,	 and	does	this	
make	sense,	and	does	that	fit	here?	I	think	they	could	have	done	 that	better,	put	













paper	 and	everything,	 but	 it	 didn’t	 seem	 like	 it	 (the	presentation	of	witnesses)	
was	highly	organized,	 just	 bringing	up	people,	 bringing	up	 issues	and	 then	 you	








Rule	24	 (f)	Note-Taking	by	 Jurors:	The	court	 in	 its	discretion	may	allow	
jurors	to	take	 handwritten	 notes	 during	 the	 course	 of	 the	 trial.	 If	 note-
taking	 is	 allowed,	 the	 court	 shall	 instruct	the	jury	on	the	note-taking	
procedure	 and	 on	 the	 appropriate	 use	 of	 the	 notes.	 Unless	 the	 court	
determines	that	special	circumstances	exist	that	should	preclude	it,	jurors	
should	 be	 allowed	 to	 take	 their	 notes	 into	 the	 jury	 room	and	use	 them	
during	deliberations.	Counsel	may	 not	 request	 or	 suggest	 to	 a	 jury	 that	












evidence	at	the	trial	 (Appendix	5,	Question	10).	The	 jurors,	 for	 the	most	part,	reported	
being	 satisfied	 with	 how	 the	 lawyers	 dealt	 with	 the	 scientific	 evidence.	 “Martin”	
described	how	well	the	scientific	information	was	 presented:		
“I	 think	 that	 things	 were	 pretty	 detailed	 driven.	 I	 mean	 there	 was	 a	 lot	 of	
information	 and	 there	 was	 a	 lot	 of	 detail,	 and	 I	 thought	 that	 the	 defending	
attorneys	and	prosecuting	attorneys	really	 asked	good	questions	that	would	lead	
the	expert	witness	to	give	valid	and	important	information.	I	felt	 very	comfortable	
with	 the	 information	 that	was	 being	given.	 There	were	 some	 things	 that	 I	was	
thinking	 about	 the	 trial	 that	 I	 felt	 maybe	 on	 Tuesday	 that	 would've	 been	
relevant,	 but	 by	 the	 time	 Thursday	 came	 to	 deliberate,	 we	 definitely	 had	 all	
the	 rules	 and	 all	 the	 information	we	 needed	 to	make	 a	 decision.”	 	
	
“Amy”	 struggled	 with	 understanding	 some	 of	 the	 scientific	 evidence	 and	 the	
prosecuting	 attorney	recognized	the	complexity	of	 the	testimony	and	asked	follow-up	
questions	 to	 clarify	 the	 information	for	the	 jury.	Amy	said:	 	
“what	 I	 struggled	with	was	 that	 they	 (scientific	witnesses)	 used	 really	 big	 long	
scientific	 explanation	with	big	 long	 science	words,	 I	 couldn't	 keep	 up.	But	 then	
the	 lawyers	would	make	sure	that	they	brought	it	back	to	our	understanding.	It	







“I	thought	the	Maine	state	police	 and	 all	 of	 their	 support	 staff	 along	 with	 the	
state	medical	 examiner	 and	 the	 senior	 legal	 counsel	representing	the	state	did	
a	 phenomenal	 job.	 Their	 evidence	 was	 extremely	 well	 managed	 and	 well-	
presented	and	that's	just	my	feeling.”	
	
Some	 of	 the	 jurors	 described	 the	 questioning	 of	 expert	 witnesses	 as	 being	 too	
repetitive.	In	an	effort	 to	build	a	case	and	meet	the	burden	of	proof,	the	attorneys	need	
to	make	sure	all	the	evidence	is	clear	 to	the	jury	and	in	some	cases	the	jurors	felt	they	
understood	 the	 information	 and	 additional	 questions	 were	 not	 necessary.	 “Larry”	
described	how	he	felt	about	the	excessive	questions:	
“I	 think	 they	 asked,	 the	 prosecution	 attorney	 asked	 so	many	 questions	 I	was	
getting	impatient	with	it	all.	They	covered	it	so	 in	depth	that	I,	I'm	a	business	man,	
I	 felt	 like	 we	 had	 that	 all	 answered	 and	 then	we	went	 from	 one	 professional	
(expert)	to	another.	I'm	surprised	that	splatter	person,	I'm	surprised	some	of	these	
specific	 functions	can't	be	consolidated	into	one.	I	thought	we	went	overboard	on	













in	 a	 negative	 light.	 “Dana”	 felt	 the	 excessive	 questions,	 asked	 of	 a	 trace	 evidence	
examiner,	about	the	location	of	sperm	 cells	on	a	homicide	victim	were	not	relevant	to	
the	case	and	were	unnecessary:		











Jurors	 commented	 on	 how	 the	 attorneys	 presented	 the	 evidence	 during	 the	
trials.	 Visual	 aids	 are	 helpful	 to	 the	 jury,	 but	 one	 juror	 commented	 on	 how	 the	
prosecutor	asked	a	medical	examiner	to	demonstrate,	using	a	pointing	stick,	the	angle	a	





show	 the	 angle.	 I	 would've	 drawn	a	picture	of	 the	 neck	 and	 two	 views	of	 the	








crime	 could	 have	 been	more	 organized.	 He	 suggested	 a	 timeline	 would	 have	 been	
helpful	for	the	jury.	“Justin”	said	the	way	the	 case	was	presented:	 	









	 “Amy”	suggested	 that	the	closing	arguments	 could	be	used	more	efficiently.		She	





	 	 	 “The	closing	statements	seemed	more	pedantic	to	me.	The	attorney	was	up	there	
and	 trying	 to	 grand	 stand,	 and	 choose	 me,	 sort	 of	 things,	 versus	 basically	
reinforcing	 and	 summarizing,	 doing	 the	work	 for	 the	 jury,	 I	 guess	 is	where	 I'm	
coming	 from	 there.	Now,	one	more	 time,	 they	 should	have	 come	up	with	 their	
theory	and	the	evidence	to	support	every	piece	of	their	theory,	so	that	by	the	 time	















Researcher:	 	 What	 did	 you	 think	 about	 the	 way	 the	 lawyers	 dealt	 with	 the	
scientific	 evidence?	
“Alana”:	 	 I	didn't	like	either	lawyer	at	all.	I	really	didn't	like	one	and	I	don't	
know	which	 one	 it	 was	 but	 no,	 I	 don't	 like	 the	 way	 they	 put	








professional	 and	 asked	 what	 I	 call	 the	 real	 questions,	 the	 right	





“To	 be	 honest,	 I	will	 be	 very	 honest	with	 you	 that	 (talking	 down	 to	 the	 expert	
witness)	annoyed	the	 jurors	more	than	anything.	There	was	one	particularly	one	
of	the	lawyers	did	that	more	than	the	other.	 He	was	very	pomp	and	circumstance,	
and	 he	 would	 talk	 down.	 He	 would	 almost	 remind	me	 of	 how	 you	would	act	
towards	a	child,	where	you	talk	very	slow	and	you	mouth	your	words.	I	think	the	
jurors	 felt	 that	 they	were	annoyed	by	 him	because	of	 that,	whereas	 the	other	
lawyer	spoke	to	us	as	if	we	 were	peers.”	
	




	 “Leon”:	 	 “I	 thought	 the	 defense	 team	 were	 very	 weak	 in	 defending	 the	
defendant.	 The	 toy	 nunchucks	 were	 a	 very	 poor	 example	 of	 a	






	 “Matthew”:	 	 “I	 think	 that	 the	 defense	 lawyers	 were	 (the	 defendant’s)	 worst	
enemy.	He	had	 horrible	lawyers.	Horrible.	When	you	confess	to	a	
crime	and	they	(the	police)	 audio	record	it,	and	they	Mirandize	you	
and	everything,	and	then	(the	 lawyers)	 come	 up	 with	 this	 crazy	
story	of	this	man	that	outweighs	this	woman	by	100	 pounds	 and	







given	 partial	 information	 about	 the 	 crime	 scene	 and	blood	 evidence.	 Under	 cross	
examination	by	the	prosecutor	the	testimony	was	discredited.	
	
	 “Matthew”	 	 “Here's	 a	 bungle-up	 that	 the	 defense	 team	 did.	 They	 hired	 their	
own	 expert	 witness	 on	 cuts	(stab	wounds);	whether	 they	 are	 in	
self-defense	or	are	 they	 cuts	 congruent	 with	somebody	trying	to	
put	their	hand	up	and	grab	a	blade	and	get	it	out	of	 their	face	or	
is	this	cut	probably	got	by	accident;	I	cut	myself	while	I'm	trying	to	












	 “Larry”:	 	 I	 think	 the	 defense	 attorneys,	 I	 speak	 openly,	 I	 think	 they	 were	
terrible	in	this	particular	case.	I	think	they	were	just	horrible.	I	don't	
know	if	they	were	public	 defenders	or	I've	seen	them	on	the	news	




	 “Dorothy”:	 	 “I	 thought	 I	 could	 tell	 that	 the	 defense	 lawyers	 were	 public	
defenders	because	 they	didn't	put	on	a	particularly	rattled	defense	













their	decision-making	in	relation	 to	 the	 expert	 testimony.	 One	 juror,	 or	 3%	 of	 the	
population,	 stated	 that	 their	 political	 affiliation	 influenced	 how	much	weight	 they	
placed	on	the	expert	testimony.	All	 the	other	 jurors	reported	their	 political	 affiliation	
did	 not	 influence	decision	making.	 As	 these	 finding	 come	 from	 self-	 reports	from	the	
jurors,	the	results	need	to	be	considered	carefully.	Jurors	may	have	been	influenced	 by	
their	political	ideology	and	not	have	known	it	or	may	not	wish	to	report	this	on	a	survey	




























events	 (Appendix	4,	Question	8).	Most	 jurors	 reported	getting	 their	news	 from	two	or	
more	sources.		
All	 jurors	 reported	 using	 newspapers,	 online	 news	 sources,	 news	 from	 the	
































Less	than	one	hour	 4	 (14%)	 3	 (14%)	
1-4	Hours	per	Week	 8	 (28%)	 7	 (32%)	
5-12	Hours	per	Week	 15	 (52%)	 10	 (45%)	

























None	 4	 (14%)	 3	 (14%)	
Less	than	one	hour	 22	 (76%)	 16	 (73%)	























Not	at	all	 5	 (17%)	 2	 (9%)	
To	some	extent	 17	 (59%)	 13	 (59%)	
To	a	large	extent	 3	 (10%)	 3	 (14%)	






































	 I	 thought	 the	 crime	 scene	 evidence	 was	 really	 good.	 I	 don't	 think	 that	 there	
was	 anything	missing	there.	I	think	there	were	a	lot	of	subtle	details	in	relation	to	
the	guns,	 and	 I	 think	 they	 could	 have	 helped	 the	 jury	 come	 to	 the	 conclusion	




spent	 more	 time	 trying	 to	 settle	 those	 issues	 than	 if	 we	 had	 just	 really	
deliberated.	 The	 other	 thing	 I	 think	 that	 was	 unsettled	 was	 the	 timeline,	





and	Appendix	5,	Question	15).	 Jurors	 described	 how	 the	 crime	 shows	 over	 simplified	
how	forensic	 tests	 are	 carried	 out.	 In	 particular,	 a	 few	 jurors	 thought	 that	 the	 speed	












Jurors	made	statements	 that	 indicated	they	used	knowledge	of	 forensic	science	
learned	 through	 watching	TV	in	the	trial.	A	representation	of	these	comments	is	below:	
	





	 “Mark”:	 	 There	have	been	articles	casting	doubt	on	forensic	DNA	analysis.	
However,	 in	 this	 case	with	 a	 small	 number	 of	 unrelated	 people	
involved	there	would	be	no	 confusion.	
	
	 “Dana”:	 	 I	think	fingerprints	are	reliable,	DNA,	hairs,	that’s	what	I	have	seen	
on	CSI.	
	
	 “Charlotte”:	 	 I	 guess	my	knowledge	of	genetics	and	 testing,	 is	more	based	on	
popular	culture	 things	like	TV	shows	
	
	 “Justin”	 	 (in	 relation	to	 fingerprint	comparisons	and	AFIS)	“I	 thought	with	




Some	of	the	 jurors	 felt	that	 the	way	science	was	presented	on	the	crime	shows	
was	close	to	reality.	 “Charlotte”	described	not	knowing	how	close	to	reality	the	science	
of	the	crimes	show	is	depicted:	 	












	 “Dorothy”:	 	 Oh	they	look	like	they're	brilliant	miracle	workers.	I	don't	believe	that	
they	have	 people	that	are	that	genius.	
	
	 Researcher:	 	 	What	parts	on	the	shows	do	you	think	are	believable,	or	
unbelievable?	
	
	 “Dorothy”:	 	 My	guess	would	be	that	probably	people	with	experience	with	guns	
are	 probably	 believable,	 unfortunately.	 And	 people	 that	 have	
considerable	 experience	with	DNA	of	which	they're	probably	not	















“I	think	it's	believable.	I	think	when	you	take	 a	 show	 like	NCIS	and	 they	have	a	
medical	 examiner	 I	 think	we	 as	 laypeople,	 at	 least	 I	 do,	 think	 that	 a	 medical	
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There	 is	 still	 some	 good	 valid	 information	 on	 some	 of	 those	
shows.” 	
	
This	 qualitative	 data	 does	 not	 support	 or	 refute	 the	 idea	 off	 a	 “CSI	 effect”.	
Additional	research	is	need	to	establish	if	the	CSI	effect	exists.	Some	jurors	are	clear	






outset	 of	 the	research,	by	 the	Chief	 Justice	of	 the	Maine	Superior	Court	System.	 Jury	
research	brings	with	it	risk	and	every	effort	has	been	made	to	minimize	risk	to	the	jurors	



















In	 the	majority	 of	 cases	 jurors	 reported	 that	 the	 attorneys	 did	 a	 very	 good	 job	
of	presenting	the	 scientific	evidence	in	a	manner	that	was	easily	understood	and	helpful	
to	them.	A	few	jurors	would	 have	liked	a	summary	of	the	events	and	evidence	presented	
to	 them	 in	during	 the	 trial.	 Jurors	 in	2	 trials	 were	 allowed	 to	 take	 notes	 and	 they	
commented	 that	 the	 notes	 were	 a	 helpful	 memory	 aid	 of	 the	 scientific	testimony,	
especially	after	trials	of	a	few	weeks.	It	is	recommended	that	judges	in	jurisdictions	 where	
notes	are	legally	permitted	allow	the	jurors	to	take	notes.	Previous	research	has	found	that	
note	 taking	 is	 neither	 a	 distraction	 to	 jurors	 during	 the	 trial	 nor	 does	 it	 cause	







minimize	unnecessary	repeated	questions	 and	 to	maintain	 the	 jury’s	attention.	There	
were	also	some	negative	comments	on	how	the	attorneys	 questioned	the	expert	witness.	
It	can	be	concluded	from	this	research	that	jurors	do	not	appreciate	 it	 when	 attorneys	







Jurors	 reported	 that	 they	 kept	 up	 with	 the	 news	 and	 events	 by	 reading	
newspapers,	 accessing	online	 sources,	watching	the	television	and	by	 listening	to	 the	
radio.	No	one	source	was	used	more	than	others.	Half	of	the	jurors	reported	watching	TV	
5-12	hours	per	week	and	only	10%	(3)	reported	watching	 more	 than	1	hour	of	 crime	
shows.	 The	 CSI	 effect	 theory	 suggests	 that	 jurors	 have	 unrealistic	 expectations	 of	
forensic	 evidence	 and	 also	 have	 expectations	 of	 additional	 testing	 not	 presented	 at	
court.	While	jurors	 in	 this	 study	did	not	 have	 any	expectations	of	 additional	 scientific	
testing,	there	was	moderate	 support	 for	a 	connection	between	watching	crime	shows	
and	 how	 this	 colored	the	jurors’	 view	 of	 the	 forensic	 science	 evidence	 presented	 at	
the	 trial.	 Many	 of	 the	 jurors	 were	 able	 to	 distinguish	 the	 difference	 between	how	
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Jurors	 made	 comments	 on	 the	 deliberation	 process	and	it	was	 clear	 from	 the	
jurors’	 reports	 that	 the	 deliberation	process	was	very	helpful	 in	understanding	and	























players	 in	 the	 judicial	 process	 can	be	better	 informed.	 For	 the	 judge	 this	might	mean	
instructing	the	jury	 about	how	to	apply	legal	rulings	to	court	testimony.	Prosecuting	and	
















model	 approach	 for	 explaining	 how	 jurors	 interpret	 information	 and	 make	 decisions	
(Hastie	et	al.,	1983).	The	story	model	suggests	that	jurors	bring	with	them	to	the	trial,	an	




The	 question	 of	 how	 jurors	 assimilate	 forensic	 science	 evidence	 into	 the	 other	
narrative	 information	 associated	 with	 the	 trial	 and	 how	 this	 might	 influence	 their	
decision	making	was	posed	in	Research	Question	1.	This	research	strongly	supports	the	


















is	 presented	 in	 court.	 Jurors	 in	 this	 study	 indicated	 that	 the	 testimony	 of	 forensic	
scientists	 who	 linked	 the	 defendant	 to	 the	 crime	 scene	 or	 to	 the	 victim	 through	










Jurors’	 education	 and	 cognition	 are	 often	 questioned	 in	 cases	 where	 complex	
testimony	is	 presented	and	especially	when	a	jury	delivers	an	unexpected	verdict	(Butler	





to	how	reliable	 the	evidence	 is.	 Jurors	 in	 this	 research	study	predominately	described	
engaging	 in	 active	 central	 processing	 of	 the	 scientific	 evidence.	 They	 evaluated	 the	
evidence,	questioned	the	results	and	explained	it	to	 other	jurors	during	deliberations.	
The	majority	of	 jurors	 reported	not	having	any	difficulty	 understanding	the	scientific	




indeed	 trigger	 peripheral	 processing.	 In	 cases	 when	 jurors	 did	 not	 understand	 the	
scientific	 testimony	they	relied	upon	other	factors	in	order	to	establish	the	reliability	of	






the	 judge	 allows	 expert	 scientific	 evidence	 of	 questionable	 reliability	 based	 on	












study,	 jurors	 rated	 forensic	 science	witnesses	 as	 “very	 credible/	 credible/	 somewhat	











whether	 they	 work	 in	 an	 accredited	 laboratory.	 This	 indicates	 that	 the	 process	 of	








States	 is	 moving	 forensic	 science	 towards	 universal	 standards	 in	 processing	
methodologies,	conclusions	and	ultimately	to	national	credentials	for	forensic	scientists.	



























factor	 in	 evidence	 reliability.	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 when	 jurors	 base	 the	 reliability	 of	
evidence	on	how	it	fits	with	the	overall	picture	of	the	case	in	the	juror’s	mind,	this	opens	
up	the	 possibility	for	important	and	reliable	evidence	to	be	down-graded	or	set	aside	by	







Most	 of	 the	 time	 this	 approach	 to	 determining	 reliability	 may	 not	 cause	 concern.	
However,	if	the	testimony	is	based	 upon	science	that	has	questionable	reliability,	then	
testimony	by	an	expert	linking	(or	 excluding)	a	defendant	from	the	crime	scene	may	be	






















helpful	 to	 jurors	 (Brewer	 et	 al.,	 2004,	 Tindale	 et	 al.,	 2004,	 Hewson	 and	Goodman-
Delahunty,	2008,	Blau	et	al.,	2017).	
	




reported	having	more	confidence	 in	 traditional	methods	over	new	 technology.	The	







moderate	 (r	 (113)	=	 .44,	 p	 <.001)	and	 indicates	a	moderate	positive	 support	 for	 the	










witness	 admissibility	 (McAuliff	 and	 Groscup,	 2009,	 Bernstein	 and	 Jackson,	 2004,	
Bernstein,	 2007).	 There	 is	 a	 general	 ground	 rule,	 that	 if	 a	 judge	 believes	 the	 expert	
187	
	
testimony	 meets	 some	 of	 the	 admissibility	 standards	 but	 the	 reliability	 cannot	 be	




















Forensic	 science	 evidence	 plays	 a	 part	 in	many	 homicide	 trials	 and	 there	 is	 a	
perception	in	 the	legal	field	that	jurors	expect	forensic	testimony.	This	expectation	is	
known	 as	 the	 C.S.I	 effect,	 after	 the	 popular	 T.V.	 show.	 This	 research	 revealed	 a	
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stated	 that	 the	 forensic	 evidence	 was	 important	 “to	 some	 extent”.	 The	 literature	
supports	the	importance	of	forensic	science	 testimony	in	jury	decision	making	(Jonakait,	
2003,	Garrett	and	Neufeld,	2009)	and	other	 research	has	shown	that	 in	cases	where	












introduce	a	 time-line	during	the	 trial	 to	aid	 the	 jurors	with	putting	the	events	before,	
during,	 and	 after	 the	 crime	 into	 perspective.	 Jurors	 also	 suggested	 that	 closing	
arguments	should	be	used	to	 remind	the	jury	of	the	important	parts	of	the	trial.	Some	
jurors	 described	 their	 frustration	 when	 the	 attorney	 used	 their	 time	 during	 closing	





Jurors	 viewed	 the	 attorneys	 in	 an	 unfavorable	 light	 when	 they	 perceived	 the	
questioning	of	the	expert	witnesses	was	demeaning	and	when	the	questioning	was	too	



















trial	 by	 actively	 trying	 to	 understand	 the	 evidence	 (central	 processing)	 or	 by	 taking	 mental	
shortcuts	or	heuristics	(peripheral	processing).	Jurors	in	this	study	tended	to	engage	in	peripheral	
processing	when	they	did	not	understand	the	evidence	and	in	these	circumstances	based	the	





























the	forensic	science	evidence?”	During	 the	 interviews	 jurors	were	asked	to	describe	the	




















excessively	 influence	 the	 deliberation	 process	 (Heuer	 and	 Penrod,	 1994,	 Heuer	 and	
Penrod,	1988,	Horowitz	and	Bordens,	2002). 
	
This	 research	 supports	 the	 hypothesis	 (hypothesis	 1)	 that	 jurors	 view	 the	 training	 and	




























research	 questions	 and	 hypotheses.	 The	 quantitative	 results	 were	 supported	 by	 the	
qualitative	data	from	the	interviews.	The	open	ended	interview	questions	allowed	jurors	


















only	 of	 educated	 jurors	 be	 reinstated	 in	 order	 to	 address	 jury	 understanding	 of	 the	
evidence	(Hans	et	al.,	2011).	However	the	current	jury	system,	of	selecting	jurors	with	a	













only	 reliable	 evidence	 is	 presented.	 In	 this	 regard	 the	 availability	 of	 judicial	 primers	
explaining	 the	 science	 in	 simple	 terms	 to	 the	 judge	 so	 that	 a	 decision	 of	 evidential	
admissibility	can	be	made	would	be	advantageous.		
	














jurors	 as	 far	 as	 possible	 so	 that	 they	 can	 understand	 and	 place	 value	 on	 the	 evidence	
presented.	








This	 research	has	exposed	 some	of	 the	weaknesses	 in	 juror	decision	making	 in	





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































preserved	 facilitating	 the	viability	of	DNA	evidence.	 It	was	 reported	 that	 the	cause	of	
death	was	due	to	a	fatal	gunshot	wound.	 DNA	evidence	was	collected	from	her	clothing	
and	from	a	sex	crimes	kit	used	in	the	examination	of	the	body.	The	evidence	in	the	 case	
was	 complicated	 by	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 apartment	 where	 the	 victim	 had	 lived	 was	
undergoing	 remodeling	 when	 the	 investigation	 began.	 Walls	 and	 floors	 had	 been	
removed.	A	bullet	had	been	found	a	wall	stud	and	it	was	concealed	with	chewing	gum.	














the	 presence	 of	 semen.	 The	 forensic	 chemist	 testified	 that	 the	 presence	 of	
human	blood	was	confirmed	in	the	basement	of	the	apartment	and	in	stains	on	









explanation	 of	 nuclear	 DNA	 and	 Y-STR	 testing.	 The	 expert	 explained	 inclusion	
probabilities	for	mixture	DNA	 samples,	although	the	explanation	may	not	have	been	



























































that	 are	 touched.	 The	witness	 testified	 to	 identifying	 a	 fingerprint	 on	 a	 note	 to	 the	
defendant.	 The	witness	used	a	PowerPoint	presentation	 to	 illustrate	 the	comparison	

















examiner.	 This	 expert	 testified	 to	 presumptive	 tests	 for	 seminal	 fluid	 and	 to	 fabric	






4) The	 DNA	 examiner	 reported	 having	 21	 years’	 experience.	 The	 expert	 described	 the	
science	of	DNA	to	the	jurors	and	their	presentation	of	their	evidence	was	confident.	The	
examiner	explained	how	DNA	came	from	the	biological	parents	and	how	forensic	DNA	





















































1) The	 tool	mark	 examiner	 testified	 to	 having	 had	 16	 years’	 experience	 as	 a	 forensic	
























































1) The	 forensic	 impression	 examiner	 reported	 having	 13	 years’	 experience.	 Tire	
impressions	were	found	at	the	crime	scene.	The	quality	of	impressions	were	low	due	to	
the	 substrate	 they	 were	 in	 being	 gravel.	 The	 examiner	 testified	 to	 tire	 impression	
examinations	and	 that	 the	 tires	on	 the	 suspect	vehicle	 could	not	be	eliminated	 from	
impressions	 casted	 at	 the	 scene.	 The	 testimony	 also	 included	 physical	 match	
examination	of	garbage	 bags	and	bed	sheets.	A	partial	bed	sheet	was	found	with	the	
victim	and	another	part	 found	with	the	defendants.	A	garbage	bag	found	with	the	victim	
was	 compared	 to	 the	 roll	 of	 garbage	 bags	 found	 with	 the	 defendants.	 Extensive	
testimony	 of	 how	 garbage	 bags	 are	 made	 was	 given	 and	 included	 explaining	 how	
garbage	bags	are	manufactured.	 Both	videos	and	PowerPoint	presentations	were	used	













During	 cross	 examination	 the	 defense	 attorney	 asked	 questions	 about	 a	 report	 that	




































































2) The	 DNA	 examiner	 reported	 having	 15	 years’	 experience.	 The	 expert	 explained	 the	
history	of	DNA	and	how	it	came	to	be	used	in	criminal	cases.	The	jurors	appears	to	give	
the	expert	their	full	attention.	The	expert	explained	how	mixtures	of	DNA	profiles	result	
































This	 case	 involved	 the	murder	 of	 a	man	 in	 his	 home	 by	 an	 acquaintance.	 The	

















































































































fire	 debris	 samples	 are	 processed	 in	 the	 laboratory.	 The	 expert’s	 testimony	 was	
thorough	and	was	delivered	in	such	a	way	that	the	jury	could	understand	it.	The	expert	






























1) A	 forensic	 tool	 mark	 examiner	 with	 6	 years’	 experience	 testified	 to	 tool	 mark	
comparisons	from	 various	tools	to	multiple	substrates.	The	comparison	process	was	
clearly	described	to	the	jury.	The	tool	mark	examiner	used	a	 PowerPoint	presentation	
to	 illustrate	 the	 tool	 mark	 comparison.	 The	 testimony	 indicated	 that	 there	 was	 an	









testified	 to	 the	 range	 of	 blood	 stains	 located	 at	 the	 crime	 scene.	 The	 testimony	 the	






















































































































































18-24	 1	 (3%)	 1	 (6%)	
25-34	 4	 (14%)	 3	 (19%)	
35-44	 5	 (17%)	 4	 (25%)	
45-54	 5	 (17%)	 3	 (19%)	
55-64	 6	 (21%)	 4	 (25%)	






































Married	 25	 (86%)	 19	 (86%)	
Divorced	or	Separated	 1	 (3%)	 1	 (5%)	
Single,	never	married	 2	 (7%)	 2	 (9%)	
















































High	School/GED	 6	 (21%)	 5	 (23%)	
Some	College	 3	 (10%)	 2	 (9%)	
Two	Year	Degree	 5	 (17%)	 1	 (5%)	
Four	Year	Degree	 8	 (28%)	 8	 (36%)	


































Phone	 interviewees	 (16	 jurors	 answered	 this	 question)	were	 asked	 about	 their	
highest	 level	 of	 science	 and	 how	 long	 ago	 that	 had	 been,	 Figure	 49	 illustrates	 this	
distribution.	The	average	previous	engagement	in	science	had	been	23	years	prior	to	the	
case.	Figure	20	illustrates	the	breakdown	of	the	highest	level	of	science	education.	60%	of	





























































in	 full-time	employment	and	27%	were	 retired,	Table	18	and	Figure	50	 illustrates	 this.	
Phone	interviewees	were	not	asked	specifically	what	industry	they	were	employed	in	but	
many	offered	this	 information.	Three	 jurors	reported	working	 in	the	medical	 field,	 two	




Working	Full-Time	 19	 (66%)	 15	 (68%)	
Working	Part-Time	 1	 (3%)	 1	 (5%)	
















ideology	or	affiliation	 (Table	19	and	Figure	51).	 The	major	group,	24%,	 identified	 their	
political	affiliation	as	being	Moderate	Conservative.	Taking	the	three	middle	categories,	




































Strong	Liberal	 4	 (14%)	 2	 (9%)	
Moderate	Liberal	 4	 (14%)	 4	 (18%)	
Independent	Leaning	Liberal	 2	 (7%)	 2	 (9%)	
Independent	 5	 (17%)	 3	 (14%)	
Independent	Leaning	Conservative	 5	 (17%)	 4	 (18%)	
Moderate	Conservative	 7	 (24%)	 6	 (27%)	
Strong	Conservative	 2	 (7%)	 1	 (5%)	
	
	
Figure	53:		Political	Affiliation	of	the	Jurors	
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Appendix	4:	Paper	Survey	
	
Research	Survey	
Please	answer	the	following	questions	about	yourself	and	the	trial	where	you	were	a	juror	
or	alternate.	
	
	
1. What	is	your	gender?	
	
o Male	
o Female	
	
2. What	is	your	Marital	Status?	
	
a. Single,	never	married	
b. Married	(including	common	law,	civil	partnership	and	cohabiting	couples)	
c. Widowed	
d. Divorced	or	separated	
	
3. How	old	are	you?	
	
o	 18-24	
o	 25-34	
o	 35-44	
o	 45-54	
o	 55-64	
o	 65+	
	
4. What	is	the	highest	level	of	education	you	have	completed?	
	
o Less	than	high	school	
o High	school/	GED	
o Some	college	
o Two	year	college	degree	(Associate)	
o Four	year	college	(BS	or	BA)	
o Master’s	degree	
o Doctoral	degree	
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5. What	is	your	Occupation?	
	
o Working	full	time	(more	than	30	hours	a	week)	
o Working	part-time	(8-30	hours	a	week)	
o Homemaker	(full	time)	
o Student	(full-time)	
o Temporarily	unemployed	(but	actively	seeking	work)	
o Retired	
o Other	permanently	unemployed	(e.g.	chronically	sick,	disabled,	independent	means)	
o Other		 	
	
	
6. How	do	you	keep	up	with	current	events	and	the	news?	Check	the	all	that	apply	
	
o Do	not	keep	up	with	current	events/	news	
o Newspapers	
o Online	news	sources	
o TV	News	Shows	
o Radio	
o Other,	Please	specify		 	
	
7. How	many	hours,	on	average,	each	week	do	you	spend	watching	programs/shows	(on	TV	
and/or	over	the	internet)?	
	
o Do	not	watch	TV	or	programming	over	the	internet	
o Less	than	1	hour	
o 1-4	hours	per	week	
o	 5-12	
o More	than	12	
	
8. How	many	hours,	on	average,	each	week	do	you	spend	watching	detective	/crime	shows	 (such	
as	CSI,	Law	and	Order,	NCIS,	Forensic	Files,	Murder	Detectives)	on	TV	and/or	 over	the	internet?	
	
o Do	not	watch	TV	or	programming	over	the	internet	
o 1-4	hours	per	week	
o	 5-12	
o More	than	12	
	
9. How	close	to	reality	do	you	believe	these	types	of	shows	are?	
	
o Not	at	all	
o To	some	extent	
o	 To	large	extent	
o	 Don’t	know	
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Political	ideology/	affiliation	
	
10. Generally	speaking,	do	you	consider	yourself	to	be	a(n):	
o Strong	Liberal	
o Moderate	Liberal	
o Independent	leaning	Liberal	
o Independent	
o Independent	leaning	Conservative	
o Moderate	Conservative	
o Strong	Conservative	
o Other,	Please	
specify		  
o Don’t	know	
	
	
11. Did	your	political	ideology	/	affiliation	have	an	influence	on	how	much	weight	you	put	 on	the	
expert	testimony	you	heard	during	this	trial?	
	
o Not	at	all	
o To	some	extent	
o	 To	large	extent	
o	 Don’t	know	
	
	
12. List	in	order	of	importance	(6=	least	importance,	1=	most	importance)	the	most	 important	
qualifications	of	an	expert	witnesses	
	
University	Education	
On	the	job	training	
Certifications	
Years	of	experience	
Working	in	an	accredited	laboratory	
External	training,	such	as	conferences,	workshops	
	
	
	
13. With	regard	to	(insert	Expert	witness	name	and	brief	description	to	the	content	of	testimony)	
how	 credible	(believable)	was	his/her	testimony?	
	
o Not	credible	
o Somewhat	credible	
o Credible	
o Very	credible	
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14. With	regard	to	(Insert	forensic	science	discipline,	e.g.	Firearms)	testimony,	how	reliable	do	you	
believe	the	science	of	 ballistics	and	bullet	trajectory	is?	
	
o Not	reliable	
o Somewhat	reliable	
o Reliable	
o Very	reliable	
	
15. Why	do	you	believe	the	science	of	Ballistics	is	reliable	/unreliable,	Please	explain	
	 	
	 	
	 	
	 	
	
16. How	effectively	did	the	firearms	examiner	explain	to	you	how	he	came	to	his	
conclusions?	
	
o Poor	Job	
o	 Fair	Job	 	
o	 Good	Job	
o	 Great	Job	
	
17. Did	the	chart/	demonstration/	media	presentation	help	you	understand	the	subject	matter	 (e.g.	
bullet	trajectory?)	
	
o Not	at	all	
o To	some	extent	
o To	large	extent	
	
18. With	regard	(insert	expert	witness	name	and	brief	description	to	the	content	of	testimony)	how	
credible	 (believable)	was	his/her	testimony?	
	
o Not	credible	
o Somewhat	credible	
o Credible	
o Very	credible	
	
19. With	regard	to	(inert	forensic	science	discipline,	e.g.	trace	evidence),	how	reliable	do	you	believe	
the	science	of	 locating	trace	evidence	is?	
	
o Not	reliable	
o Somewhat	reliable	
o Reliable	
o Very	reliable	
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20. Why	do	you	believe	the	science	of	Trace	evidence	is	reliable	/unreliable,	Please	explain	
	 	
	 	
	 	
	 	
	
21. How	effectively	did	the	trace	examiner	explain	to	you	how	she	came	to	his/her	conclusions?	
	
o Poor	Job	 	
o Fair	Job	
o Good	Job	
o	 Great	Job	
	
22. With	regard	to	(insert	expert	witness	name	and	brief	description	to	the	content	of	testimony)	
how	credible	 (believable)	was	his/her	testimony?	
	
o Not	credible	
o Somewhat	credible	
o Credible	
o Very	credible	
	
	
23. With	regard	(Insert	forensic	science	discipline,	e.g.	DNA),	how	reliable	do	you	believe	the	science	
of	 Forensic	DNA	analysis	is?	
	
o Not	reliable	
o Somewhat	reliable	
o Reliable	
o Very	reliable	
	
24. Why	do	you	believe	DNA	is	reliable	/unreliable,	Please	explain	
	 	
	 	
	 	
	 	
	
25. How	effectively	did	the	DNA	examiner	explain	to	you	how	she	came	to	his/her	conclusions?	
	
o Poor	Job	
o Fair	Job	 	
o Good	Job	
o Great	Job	
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26. Was	it	helpful	to	have	other	jurors	to	discuss	the	testimony	of	experts	in	this	trial?	
	
o Not	helpful	
o Somewhat	helpful	
o Helpful	
o Very	helpful	
	
27. Did	the	other	members	of	the	Jury	influence	your	decision	on	whether	the	expert	 testimony	was	
reliable?	
	
o Not	at	all	
o To	some	extent	
o To	large	extent	
	
28. How	important	in	your	decision	making	was	the	expert	witness	Brandi	Caron	(trace	 examiner)	
who	was	called	to	testify	by	the	State	of	Maine?	
	
o Not	at	all	
o To	some	extent	
o To	large	extent	
	
29. How	important	in	your	decision	making	was	the	expert	witness	Cathy	MacMillan	 (DNA	
examiner)	who	was	called	to	testify	by	the	State	of	Maine?	
o Not	at	all	
o To	some	extent	
	
	
	
30. How	important	in	your	decision	making	was	the	expert	Richard	Arnold	(ballistics)	who	 was	
called	to	testify	by	the	defense	counsel?	
	
o Not	at	all	
o To	some	extent	
o To	large	extent	
	
31. What	was	your	greatest	challenge	in	evaluating	the	scientific	evidence	presented?	 Please	
Explain-	
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Follow-up	
	
32. Would	you	be	willing	to	participate	in	a	follow	up	telephone	or	email	conversation	lasting	
approximately	15	minutes?	After	this	conversation	a	small	gratuity	would	be	mailed	to	 you	to	
thank	you	for	your	time	
	
o Yes,	Please	supply	your	name,	your	phone	number	and/	
or	 email	 	
	 	
o No,	thank	you	
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Appendix	5:	Phone	interview	questions	
	
Phone	Interview	questions	for	Jurors:	
	
	
1. I	would	like	to	go	back	to	one	of	the	questions	on	the	paper	survey,	the	question	stated	list	in	
order	of	importance	the	qualifications	of	an	expert	witness,	University	education,	on	the	job	
training,	certifications,	years	of	experience,	working	in	an	 accredited	lab	and	external	training	
such	as	conferences/workshops	
	
2. Ask	juror	to	confirm	their	order	that	they	put	on	the	paper	survey	
	
3. Define	what	an	expert	witness	is	then	ask:	What	makes	you	think	an	expert	witness	is	credible	
	 -	demeanor,	qualifications,	experience?	
	
4. Which	is	more	important	in	an	expert	witness	qualifications	or	experience	and	why?	
	
5. What	is	the	highest	level	of	science	education	you	have	received?	How	long	ago	was	that?	Do	
you	think	your	level	of	science	knowledge	impacted	your	understanding	of	the	scientific	
information	presented	at	the	trial?	
	
6. What	in	your	opinion	makes	evidence	reliable?		What	types	of	forensic	evidence	would	be	
more	reliable	than	others,	could	you	give	me	an	example?	
	
7. What	do	you	need	to	know	to	be	able	to	evaluate	the	importance	of	a	piece	of	evidence?	
	
8. Are	measurements	taken	with	well-known	tools	like	rulers	as	reliable	as	new	technology?	
Which	is	better,	more	believable?	 Which	would	you	have	more	confidence	in?	
	
9. Was	there	other	information	that	would	have	been	useful	to	know	to	help	you	decide	if	a	
piece	of	evidence	was	reliable	or	believable?	
	
10. What	did	you	think	of	how	the	lawyers	dealt	with	the	scientific	evidence?	Did	they	ask	the	
questions	you	needed/wanted	them	to	ask.	
	
11. Did	you	feel	that	you	didn’t	understand	any	of	the	scientific	evidence	and	if	so	what	would	
have	helped?	
	
12. What	would	you	have	asked	the	expert	witness	if	you	were	allowed	to	ask	questions?	
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13. What	else	did	you	think	you	needed	to	know	to	help	you	make	your	decision?	
	
14. Which	was	more	impactful,	the	scientific	evidence	or	the	other	evidence	in	the	case	-	police	
evidence,	witness	evidence?	
	
	
15. Refer	to	survey	to	find	out	if	the	juror	watches	crime	shows	then	ask:	What	is	your	opinion	on	
how	science	is	portrayed	on	crime	shows?	What	parts	are	believable	or	unbelievable?	(speed	
of	analysis,	certainty	of	result,	credibility	of	witnesses	and	what	makes	a	witness	credible)	
	
16. Refer	to	what	they	wrote	for	greatest	challenge	and	as	the	juror	to	elaborate	further	What	
was	challenging,	in	what	way,	what	could	have	made	it	less	challenging,	if	they	were	
given	background	information	on	the	science	behind	a	technique	for	example	would	that	have	
helped.	 What	evidence	did	the	feel	was	missing	(fingerprints,	DNA	etc.)	and	why	would	this	
have	been	helpful.	Expectations	of	additional	testing?	
	
17. What	do	you	understand	by	the	term	unique,	is	there	any	type	of	forensic	evidence	that	you	
	 think	is	more	unique	than	others?	(Fingerprints,	DNA,	toolmarks,	ballistics	etc.).	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
